
This abridge/! selection of "Decisions of the Choir" has 
been compiled from the volumes of "Decisions", already 
printed, which extend from 1921 to 1950 These rulings 
have been selected with a view to giving a picture of the 
current well-settled rules of procedure m a concise form 
All rulings which had become obsolete owing to a change in 
the rules or as a result of the coming into force of the 
Constitution have been excluded The rulings which are 
based on special facts and lay down no general principles 
for future guidance have also been omitted though some 
rulings dealing with particular facts have been included 
'"hen they clearly illustrated a principle 

2 An index is added to the publication 
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DECISIONS FROM THE CHAIR 
1921 TO 1950 


ADJOURNMENT OF DEBATE 

1 Adjournment of Debate Motion when allowed to be 

MOVED 

Dm mg the discussion on the Cotton Excise Duty Aboli- 
tion Resolution a motion was moved ter adjourn the debate 
on the Resolution 

The President while accepting the motion on this parti- 
cular occasion without creating a precedent, re- 
marked “The Chair cannot allow a motion to 
adjourn consideration of a proposition tu be moved 
merely in order to enable another item of business 
to’ come forward It must be supported on sub- 
stantive grounds ” — L A Deb , 20 March, 1924, p 
2041 

2 Adjournment of Debate Interval between motions 

FOR Discretion of Chair 

During the discussion cm the Resolution regardmg re- 
duction of Inland Postal Rates a motion for adjournment 
of the debate was moved and negatived Subsequently, 
on the same day a motion for adjournment of the debate 
was agam moved 

The Chair observed “It was perfectly Open to any 
Honourable Member to make any number of 
motions for adjournment of the debate, but it is 
entirely for the Chair to decide whether reasonable 
time has elapsed smee the last motion was made ” — 
L A Deb , 9 February, 1926, pp 959^ and 971-72 

3 Adjournment of Debate Discretion of the Chair 

When the further consideration of the mcltion to refer 
the Indian Arms (Amendment) Bill was resumed on 1st 
April, 1937, an adjournment of the debate to next Session 
of the Assembly was moved on the ground that the attend- 
ance m the House was very thm and that, therefore, no 
proper debate could take place on such an impdrtant Bill 
The President ruled that the mere fact that the attendance 



Adjournment of Debate — contd 

m the House was very thin was not sufficient ground for 
the Chair to accept the motion for adjouimnent of the 
debate — h A Deb 1 April, 1937, p 2515 

ADJOURNIVIENT OF THE HOUSE 

4 ADJOUR^^ME^^^ of the House, CA^•^'OT be mo\’Ed by a 
Member Discretion of Chair 

A Member moving that the House be adjourned dur- 
ing the discussion of a Resolution in order to consider a 
certain amendment — 

The President said that he could not accept the motion 
for adjournment of the House, because the House 
IS adjourned by the Chair — li A Deb , 7 February. 
1924, p 345 

ADJOURNIVIENT MOTIONS 
General 

5 Adjournmeit Motion Effect of 

Ivlr Harchandrai Vishindas asked the foUov'mg question 
on the 12th March 1923 

“(a) Will Government be pleased to state if they have 
forvnrded to the Secretary of State for India the Motion 
for Adjournment passed by this Assembly on the 26th 
January last under rule 11, of the Indian Legislative Rules'^ 

(b) If so, will the Government be pleased to state 
v/hether anj^ Official changes or any other action has taken 
place as a consequence of the passing of that motion'' 

(c) If not, will Government be pleased to state how 
effect can be given to the passmg of such motions'' 

(d) Does a Motion for Adjournment m Indian Legisla- 
ture have the same effect as one passed by the British 
Houses of Parhament’ 

(e) If not, m v.hat direction hes the difference'' ’ 

The President answering parts (c), (d) and (e) of the 
question said 

“Parts (c), (d) and (e) of this question strictly speak- 
mg, are not matters within the special cognisance of 
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any Member of Government, but as they relate 
closely to the procedure of the Legislative 
Assembly, I propose to answer them myself 

(c) No direct effect can be given td an Adjournment 
Motion of this House The rule itself only pro- 
vides a convement method by which the ordmary 
busmess of the Assembly may be put on one side 
m order to make way for the discussion of some 
sudden emergency The only question put from 
the Chair' on that occasion is ‘that this House do 
now adjoutn’ If this motion is earned, the action 
of the Assembly may be taken (a) as evidence of 
the senous view which the majonty of the House 
takes regarding the matter, and (b) as possibly a 
vote of censure On Government (d) An Adjourn- 
ment Motion m the Indian Legislature has the 
same motive and purpose as a similar motion m the 
House of Commons In the ’ House of Commons 
the Government of the day might regard the 
passage of such a motion as evidence of such a 
loss of parhamentary confidence that it would have 
no course but to resign 

The Honourable Member will now perhaps be able to 
judge for himself how far there is any specific 
difference between Adjournment Motions in 
Delhi and Westminster ” — ^L A' Deb , 12 March, 
1923, pp 3229-30 

■ 6 . Adjournment Motion Notice to Government Member 

CONCERNED SHOULD BE GIVEN IN TIJVIE BY MEMBER HIM- 
SELF AND NOT THROUGH THE SECRETARIAT 

On the 21st February, 1938, Mr Abdul Qaiyum sought 
to mc/ve the adjournment of the House to discuss the arrest 
of a member of the Frontier Legislative Assembly^ where- 
upon objection was taken that notice of the motion was 
received by the Government Member m charge ten mmutes 
after 11 am Mr Abdul Qaiyum exp^med that he gave 
nil the three copies to the Assembly Secretary, one copy 
hemg intended for the Member in ^arge The President 
observed that it was ndt the busmess of the Secretary to 
distribute notices like that and that ft ought to have been 
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sent to the Govcinment Member by the Mcmbci himself, 
as was being done eveiy day and added 

“The Seciolavy is under no obligation to letuin the 
notice so that it may be sent to the piopei poison 
Tlie Honourable Mcmbei ought to know to v horn 
the notice is to bo sent The i ules require that the 
Honourable Member must send the notice himself 
It IS bound to laisc all sorts of complications if the 
Societal y wcie to accept such notices for the 
Member of the Govcinmrnt concerned The 
motion IS out of order ” — A Deb , 21 February', 
1938, pp 888-89 

7 Adjournment Motion Fixed at 4 i>m When clock 

STRUCK four voting ON AN AMEVDiMENT WnS IN PRO- 
GRESS Motion not to bi DEL\TnD furtiier than v :^s 

ABSOLUTELY NFCESSARY 

On the 4th Februaiy, 1939, the Chan fixed an adjourn- 
ment motion to be taken up at 4 pai A minute or two 
before 4 pm the debate on a non-otncial Resolutidn con- 
cluded by closuie When the clock struck four the voting 
on the first amendment w'as in piogiess After the result 
of the division on this amendment was announced, the 
President lefused to put the lemainmg amendments and 
the Resolutic/n to vote and took up the adjournment 
motion 

On the next non-official day (10th February 1939) the 
Chan said ‘There is no express authority, but, on further 
consideration, the Chan is confirmed m its opinion that the 
procedure w'hich Avas then adopted was perfectly correct 
The adjournment motion having been fixed at 4 o’clock it 
would not be light to delay it any further than was absolute- 
ly necessary, and the necessity in this case arose from the 
fact that voting w^as already m progress ” — L A Deb , 4 
February, 1939, pp 169 and 200 and L A Deb , 10 February, 
1939, p 691 

8 Adjournment Motion Right of reply by Mover 

After closure had been adopted on Mr T C Goswami’s 
adjournment motion re the hunger strike of Bengal State 
prisoners in Mandalay Jail, the President called upofn Mr 
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T C Goswarm to reply when objection was taken that he 
had no right of reply 

The President ruled that he had and said “There is 
no special procedure prescribed goV-emmg the 
right of reply m regard to motions for adjourn- 
ment The ordmary procedure apphcable to all 
other motions applies to motions for adjournment 
in the matter of the right of leply I will there- 
fore allow the right of reply to Mr Goswami and 
also td the Honourable the Home Member ” — L A 
Deb 25 Pebruaiy, 1926, p 1868 

9 Adjournivient Motion Notice must bE short and must 

NOT contain a discussion OF THE MATTER OF THE MOTION 

A Member giving notice of an adjournment motion 
worded it very lengthily, w'^hereupon the President 
observed 

T must first point out to the Honourable Member and 
the House that the notice for momng for the adjourn- 
ment of the House is intended for the purpose of 
discussmg a certam matter of definite public im- 
portance and it is not intended that m the notice 
itself there should be a discussion of the matter, 
and I must infoim the House that m futiue if any 
such notice is given the Chair will not take any 
notice of it” — L A Deb 3 Maich, 1941, p 917 

10 Adjournment Motion Notice received late when 
admissible 

A Membei gave notice of an adjournment motion to 
discuss the non-con'sultation of India as regards mterna- 
tional schemes for future management of exchange 'and 
international currency, etc, which was based on an an- 
nouncement by Mr Churchill pubhshed in newspapers 
of the previous day The member said by way of expla- 
nation for his inability to give notice in time on the pre- 
vious day that he read it only at 10 o’clock on that day and 
tried to put it in but he was three minutes late The 
President accepted the explanation'’ and ^observed that the 
delay might have been due to circumstances which made 
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it difficult for the member to give notice before the com- 
unencement of the proceedmgs yesterday (The adjourn- 
ment motion was hcfwever ruled out of order on the 
ground that it was not urgent ) — A Deb 24 March, 
1943, pp 1387-89 

11 Adjournment Motion Government’s Reply Dis- 
cretion OF Chair to allow a second speech on behalf 
OF Government 

Soon after an adjournment motion had been moved, 
a suggestion wAs made that the Government spokesman 
might speak at that stage and the President supported the 
suggestion saying 

“I have pointed out on several occasicfns that on a 
motion like this the Government Member should 
take an early opportunity to state his own attitude 
in the matter ” 

The Government Member said he would speak after 
some time when another member asked if the Govern- 
ment Member had two rights of speech. One m reply and 
lone m intervention whereupon the President pointed out 

“The Chair has discretion to allow a second speech to 
the Government Member if necessary, and if such 
a reouest is made to me I shall certainly give it 
my careful consideration ” — L A Deb , 9 February 
1945, pp 154-55 

12 Adjournment Motions Motions raising substan- 
tially THE SAME QXjfESTIONS ALLOWED TO BE DISCUSSED 
TOGETHER 

Notices of three adjournment motions raising separately 
±he followmg matters, viz, (i) the faflure of the Govern- 
ment of India to enforce economic sanctions against South 
Africa (u) the failure to impose disabihties regardmg travel 
and residence on the nationals of non-Indian origm of 
South Africa and (ui) the failure to rec^l the High Com- 
missioner were given and after the first one had been 
:admitted, the President observed 

“On all these motions the questions raised are sub- 
stantially the same viz , the measures that the 
Government of India have taken or should have 
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taken to meet the situation that has ansen in Natal 
in respect of Indians settled there So I ivill allow 
all the questions raised in these different motions 
to be discussed on this motion of Mr Lalchand 
Navalrai These motions aU refer to the 

same subject matter and there cannot be different 
adjournment motions ” — A Deb , 9 February, 

1945, pp 126-27 

13 Adjournment Motion CiRCULATroN of copies of 
NOTICES of Not practicable 

On a Member suggesting the circulation of copies off 
notices of adjournment motions to every Member the 
Chairman observed 

“When an adjournment motion is received on a certain 
day, it comes before the President the same day 
He reads it out There is no time to circulate it 
That is the procedure ” — A Deb , 23 January, 

1946, p 136 

14 Adjournment Motion Government Member allowed 
first to make a statement giving authentic official 
information, the Mover allowed to speak next 

On 1st April, 1946 when the adjournment motion re 
failure of the Government of India to obtam the food 
quota demanded by them from the Combined Food Board 
■was taken up at 4 p m , the President observed 

“The House will now take up the Motion for adj'ourn- 
ment Lookmg to the importance of the subject 
as also the pecuhar nature of the information which 
is wanted, it is suggested that the Honourable the 
Mover, Mr Chaman Lall may just move his motion 
formally and instead of mainng a speech now may 
allow the Leader of the House, who is m possession 
of all the facts, to speak first and give the facts 
which -will give the House the basis for the debate 
Then the Honourable Mover may make his speech 
The Honourable the Leader of the House of 
course, have an opportumty of speakmg agam I 
hope the House is agreeable to that" 

The House agreed — L A Deb , 1 April 1946, pp 3313-14 
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15. Adjournment Motion Member giving notice of — 

MUST BE PRESENT TO ASK FOR LEAVE 

Points of order were raised if an adjournment Motion 
could be taken up for grant of leave, if the member giving 
notice was absent The President ruled as follows — 

“When a motion of adjournment standing in the name 
of Sardar Mangal Singh was called on the 30th 
January 1946, the Honourable Member was not 
present and a pomt of order was raised as to 
whether the motion could be taken up for grant of 
leave notwithstandmg the absence of the Member 
who had tabled the adjournment motion. I had 
then stated that I would consider the pomt and 
give my ruling The same pomt was again raised 
on 4th February, 1946 in connection with a similar 
motion standing in the name of Pandit Govind 
Malaviya 

It was argued, on the wordmg of Standing Orders 21 
and 23, that the Member’s presence was not 
necessary at the stage of grant of leave, though it 
was necessary at the time the adjournment motion 
was actually to be moved m the House The 
opposite view was also uiged upon the said 
Standing Orders read with Standmg Older 22 

The decision turns upon a proper interpretation of 
Standing Orders 21, 22 and 23 Standmg Order 21 
lays down the time of asking leave for motion of 
' adjournment It does not specifically mention as 
to w'ho is to ask the leave, but Standmg Order 22 
makes it clear that the person who asks for leave 
must be the Member who has given notice of the 
motion and no other 

Standmg Orders 21, 22 and 23 all deal with the subject 
of adjournment motions and the various stages 
thereof They have to be read together as they 
deal with one entire subject which is divided for 
the sake of clarity into three parts The first stage 
in the House is the time of askmg leave and that 
IS provided for by Standing Order 21 Standmg 
Order 22 provides the condition precedent on 
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V. Inch leave to make a motion c.m be aslcerj for In 
the House It slates that the Member askinn fot 
leave must leave with the Sccretaiy a v/iitlf'n 
statement df the matter proposed to be dneu’ ,)erJ 
Therefore though Standing Order 21 dof . not 
mention as to who i^to ask the leave, it is cleat 
from Standing Order 22 that the only ponton vho 
can ask for leave is the person V’bo has left with 
the Secretary a written statement of the matter 
proposed to be discussed Some fuither conditions 
in this respect are laid dov n by Rule II (2), but 
the\ are not relevant for the pr'^ ent puipo <■ 
Standing Orders 21 and 22 thus make it rje-it th5f 
the Member who has left with the Sra^Ury t 
V ritten statement on the matter can alon^ .> k fot 
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was absent"^ Obviously, therefore, it means that 
Standing Order 23 contemplates that the Member 
is present m the House when the President reads 
the statement of the motion to the Assembly and 
asks whether he ha^the leave of the Assembly to 
move the adjournment The position is made 
crystal clear by Standing Order 22 which recog- 
nizes no other Member but the Member who gave 
notice as competent to ask for leave and by Stand-^ 
ing Order 21 which makes it compulsory to ask for 
leave 

In the light of what I have said above, it becomes 
unnecessary to consider the analogy of questions 
or of resolutions As the analogies were raised, 
it may, however be not out of place to mention, 
that in the case of questions, answers can be given 
even when the Member is absent at the request of 
any other Member (vide Standing Order 19) and. 
in the case of resolutions, they can be moved if the 
absent Member has given wnritten authority to 
another Member to move the resolution (vide 
Standing Order 61) 

Absence of any such provision enablmg absent Member 
to authorize any other Member to ask for leave to 
move an adjournment motion as in the case of 
ordinary resolutions as also the absence of any 
provision authorizing the President to put the 
question of leave to the House in the absence of 
the Member, on the analogy of the President's 
discretion to duect an answer to a question as 
provided for by Standing Order 19, also go to show 
that leave for an adjournment motion cannot be 
asked for by any person other than the Member 
who has given notice of the same and that, that 
Member and that Member alone has to remam 
present and ask for leave 

The reason for this difference m respect of questions 
and resolutions on the one Iiand and adjournment 
motions c/n the other is also very clear An ad- 
journment motion IS not part of the busmess of 
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tiie House for the day, but js a method of introduc- 
ing a new matter, outside the order of the day, on 
the ground bf the urgencj' and importance of the 
matter sought to be introduced It would, there- 
fore be naturally expected that the Member seek- 
ing such deviation must remain piesent not only 
in token of the urgency and importance of the 
mattei but also to ask for leave and explain to the 
House if necessary, the impbrtance and urgency of 
the same 

In my opinion, therefore it is clear that leave for an 
adjournment motion cannot be asked for by any 
Member other than the Member who has given 
notice of the motion 

Apait from what I have said before, I find that the 
practice in the House of Commons is the same 
Under their Standing Older No 8 it is the Member 
who submits to the Speaker in advance the terins 
in \Miting of the motion, and who is to rise to 
obtam the leave of the House 

It was stated during the course of aiguments that it 
w'as the practice of this House to grant leave even 
if the Member w^ho gives nc/tice w'as absent and 
that the motion foi leave need not be made by that 
Member I do not find any support for such 
practice in the previous records of decisions from 
the Chair 

It IS, how^ever, possible to visualize circumstances m 
which a Member w'ho has given notice of a motion 
for adjournment may not be able to remain 
present to ask for leave Such cases will of course 
occur rarely and under exceptional circumstances 
If the House so desire, it may amend the Standing 
Orders and provide that a Member giv mg notice 
of an adjournment motion may be permitted to 
authorize another Member to ask foi leave on his 
behalf, but till such amendment is made, the proce- 
dure will be as ruled above by me ” — A Deb , 7 
February, 1946, pp 599 — 601 
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16 Adjournment Motion Name of Member giving notice 

NEED NOT BE MENTIONED BY THE SPEAKER WHEN MOTION 

CONTRAVENES RULES, OR'^OrTENDED FOR PUBLICITY 

On the 7th March, 1950 the Speaker annoimced the 
receipt of an adjournment motion but -withheld the name 
of the Member who gave notice When Mr Kamath asked 
whether it was m accordance with parliamentary conven- 
■tioii to withhold the names of Members who gave notice 
of adjournment motions or something which the Speaker 
liad decided of his own accord, the Speaker observed 

“I have told hon Members several times, when such 
adjournment motions were given notice of, that it 
IS not always my practice not to mentic/n the names 
Sometimes I have not mentioned the names I 
have not decided that J should not mention the 
names But I have not come to any conclusion m 
this matter After all the admissibility of an ad- 
journment motion has to b^ judged eta its own 
merits I made two reservations last time when I 
had occasion to say somethmg about the disclosure 
of the names I stated that sometimes an adjourn- 
ment motion IS so obviously untenable that the 
desire for pubhcity is achieved by the very fact of 
a mention of the name of the Member giving notice 
of it In such cases I shall i^ mention the name 
When on the face of it a motion is so obviously 
untenable that it contravenes all rules, I do not 
propose to mention the name of the Member who 
gives notice In other cases,as I stated last time 
when this pomt was raised me mention of the 
name of the Member concerned may be likely to 
influence the discussion on admissibihty ” 

Durmg further discussion Dr Pattabhi Sitaramayya 
submitted that when a motion was made m the House, 
Ihe motion and its author were mseparable and that the 
■former could not have existence without the name of the 
proponent Whereon the Speaker ruled 

“An adjournment motion cannot be moved in' this 
House without the previous consent of the Speaker 
and it IS competent for the Speaker to refuse con- 
sent without reading the motion m the House 
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» If that IS agieed to, then the othei pait which I 
have stated follows Again, foi the thud time, I 
repeat that in cases of obviously untenable motions 
which contravene all possible lules, I do not 
propose to mentictn them in the House, much less 
to mention the name of the Member That is a 
practice which I propose to follow ” Pai Deb , 
Part 11, 7 March, 1950, pp 1177-79 
Postponement 

17 Adjournment Motion Postponed to enable a certain 
Bill before the House to be finished 


On 23rd September, 1929, Mr Munshi desired to move 
an adjournment motion In this connection the Piesident 
remarked “Honourable Members are aware that it is 
desirable and also necessary that we should get through 
the Sarda Bill today, and if we allow the adjournment 
motion to break through the ordinary business of the 
Assembly today, it may not be possible to finish the Sarda 
BiU I would, therefore, suggest to the Honouiable 
Member whether he should not agree to take up this 
motion tomorrow If any objection is taken _^on the score 
of urgency, the Chair will protect the HonouraBie Member” 
Mr Munshi agreed to the course suggested by Ihe 
President — L A Deb , 23 September 1929 p 1239 


18 Adjournment Motion Postponement of adjournment 
motion wttkout prejudice to urgency Motion 
deferred until enformation had been obtained by 
Government 


On Saturday, the 8th March, 1930, the President an- 
nounced that he had received notice of an adjourament 
motion m connection with the imprisonmem of bard^ 
VaUabhbhai Patel, but in vievi of the ans^'er Bad juJ 
been given to a short notice 

cnrrrfQt-fo/^ -tVio TuTnt/pr that hc might *^a-- — in- 
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19 Adjournmlnt Motion Barfd on decisions oi GovIrn- 

MENT on a report MOTION POSTPONED TO ENABLE 

Members to study the report 

A Membei desired to move an adjo'uinment motion in 
connection with the decisions of His Majesty s Govern- 
ment on the lecommendalions of the Capitation Tiibunal 
The report of the Tiibunal was published in the papers on 
the previous da> and a copy of the report was supplied to 
Members o'n the pievious night In those ciicumstances 
on a repiesentation being made 1o the President, he sug- 
gested to the Membei if he would postpone his motion, 
the Member agreed to this course and the motion was 
made on the next available day, vdiich happened to be the 
first day of the next Session — A Deb , 22 December, 
1933, p 3686 
\ 

20 Adjournment Motion On last day of Budget When 

TO BE TAKEN UP 

Notice of a motic/n for adjournment having been received 
on the last day of demands for giants m respect of the 
Railway Budget, the Piesident observed as follows 

“The motion will be taken up tomorrow at 4 o’clock as 
today in the afternoon the demands fo'r grants 
have to be disposed of unless they are disposed of 
by 4 o’clock of which I do not see there is any 
chance ” — L A Deb , 24 February, 1938, p 1104 

21. Adjournment Motion Postponed to enable a certain 

MOTION BEFORE THE HoUSE TO BE FINISHED 

On 6th November 1944, Bhai Paimanand gave notice 
of an adjournment motion to discuss the Sind Government’s 
ban c/n Satyarth Prakasha and leave being granted by the 
House, the motion was fixed by the Chair to be taken up 
at 4 o’clock that day Before the House adjourned for 
lunch the Leader of the House Sir Sultan Ahmrd repre- 
sented to the Chair that in older to enable the discussion 
on the motion moved bv the Hcnouiable the Member 
for Commonwealth Relations to take mto consider ation the 
position of Indians in South and East Africa to be finished 
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that day, Bhai Parrnanand desired that his motion of ad- 
jofurnment be taken up on the followmg day The Presi- 
dent having ascertained that there was no objection on the 
part of any member declared that the adjournment motion 
would be taken up on the following day — L A Deb , 6 
November, 1944, pp 264-65 and 285 

Admissible 

22 Adjournment Motion Matter of recent occurrence 

Kule 12 (iij 

While admitting an adjournment motion sought to be 
moved by a Member on the 14th September, 1922, the 
Chair defined the scope of the word “recent” m Rule 12 (u) 
of the Indian Legislative Rules, as follows 

‘T do not wish to give a hard and fast interpretation of 
the word lecent’ m the rule, but the '■intention of 
the rule is that as soon as a matter of this kind 
IS brought to the notice of the Honourable Member 
and he wishes discussion thereon, he should at the 
first available opportunity bring it before the 
Assembly — A Deb , 14 September, 1922, pp 
501-03 

23 Adjournment Motion To discuss appointment of 
Tribunal by Secretary of State re distribution of 
REVENUES Objection that matter not urgent (as 
Government had taken final decision) Disallowed 

On the 18th Septembei, 1935, Mr Aney sought to move 
the adjournment cf the Assembly to discuss the terms of 
the communique appointing Sir Otto Niemeyer to make an 
mquiry as regards the allocation of resources between the 
Central and Provincial Governments Objection was taken 
that the Secietarv of State had arrived at his final decision 
and that the mattei was no longer urgent The President, 
howevei, holding tne motion in order, ruled 

“As regards the pomt of order and the objection taken 
by the Honourable the Finance Member, the Chair 
IS of op-'" on that it is not a valid one The 
House IS governed in this matter by the provisions 
contained in Rules 11 and 12 of the Indian Legisla- 
tive Rules, and there can be no doubt that this is 
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a malloi of public importance, and it is urgent in 
the sense that the appointment has just now been 
announced Theiefoie, the House is entitled to 
cxpiess its opinion on the question of that appoint- 
ment If the objection taken by the Honourable 
the Finance Member should pievad, it v/ould pre- 
clude the House from discussing a motion for 
adjournment on practically any action taken by the 
Government which may be of very great public 
impoitancc As regards the ruling reported m 
L A Deb dated ISth August 1927, pages 3026—30, 
as a matter of fact, the motion was allowed on 
anoliiei giound, and the Chair does not take it as 
an expiess luling laying down that a matter of this 
character cannot be a subject for discussion on a 
motion for adjournment The Chair, therefore, 
holds that the motion is m order ” — L A Deb , 18 
Septembei, 1935, pp 1194-97 

Zi Adjournment Motion To discuss arrest ^nd detention 

OF PERSON UNDER ORDERS OF GOVT OF INDIA WlIEN IN 
order 

An adjournment motion was sought to be moved to dis- 
cuss the arrest and detention of Mr Sarat Chandra Bose 
imder the orders of the Government of India The Govern- 
ment objected cfn the groimd that the order was passed in 
the ordmary administration of the law but the President, 
holding the motion in order, observed 

“I do not think this is a case which can be said to be 
covered by the doctrine relating to ordinary ad- 
ministration of law A question like this is analo- 
gous to cases which have been dealt with by this 
House on an adjournment motion relating to per- 
sons arrested under Regulation 3 of 1818 The 
phrase, “ordmary administration of law”, I might 
explain to the House, refers to cases where a person 
' IS arrested or defamed under an ordinary process 
of law, foi instance, by a magistrate or any other 
similar authority Here what is complained of is 
an act of the Government of India itself No doubt 
the Government of India are acting under a certain 
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law All acts of the Government of India are 
imder particular laws, for instance, the Act of 1935, 
from which they derive aU their powers But that 
IS no answer to a mtftion hke tins ” — L A. Deb , 
12 February, 1942, p 100 

25 Adjournment Motion Restriction on a certain news- 
paper REGARDING PUBLICATION OF NEWS ABOUT MaHATMA 
Gandhi’s fast In order 

A Member sought to move an adjournment motion to 
discuss the “restrictions placed on the publication of the 
news about Mahatma Gandhi without precensorslup on 
the Hindustan Times, New Delhi, by the Chief Commis- 
sioner, Delhi ” Government said they had no’ objection to 
the discussion, though the matter -did not seem to be of 
general importance The President observed that the 
matter was of some importance as one paper seemed to 
have been singled out, and added 

“What I wanted to know is this this being an order 
as regards what a newspaper may o'r may not 
pub’osh under the Defence of India Rules, it is 
very difficult for this House to discuss whether the 
officer concerned has exercised 'his discretion pro- 
perly and I should certainly be very loath to admit 
any motion which seeks to question and discuss the 
judgment of any censor officer in a particular 
mattei, but what struck me was why any one 
particular newspaper should be singled out for this 
purpose ” 

The motion was admitted — L A Deb , 16 February, 
1943, pp 287-88 

2G Adjournment Motion To discuss sentences of martial 
LAW COURT In order 

A Member sought to move an adjournment motion to 
discuss the sentence 'of death on and confiscation of pro- 
perties of the Pu of Pagaro by a martial law cc/urt in Smd 
Government objected that a sentence passed by a court 
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was not a proper subject for an adjournment motion, but 
the Piesident ruled 

“So far as the point of order is concerned, I rule that 
the sentence of a Martial Law Cmrt 'can be the 
subject-matter of an adjournment motion and that 
it stands on a different footmg m this respect from 
the judgment of an ordmary court ” — A Deb , 
20 March, 1943, pp 1277-78 

27 Adjournmeint Motion To discuss prevkntion of 
PERSONS from travelling BY RAILWAY UNDER ORDERS OF 
Provincial Govt In order 

Mr Deshmukh sought to move the adjournment of 
the House foY the purpose of discussing a definite matter 
of urgent public importance, namely, the order of the 
Government to prevent the travelling of peisohs to stations 
on the Madras and Southern Mahiatta railway who want 
to attend the eighth annual session of the All India ICisan 
conference at Bezwada convened to consider the problems 
facing the agnculturists and the food situation in the 
country 

The Home Member objected to the motion on the ground 
that no such order was passed by the Central Government 
and that it was entirely within the competence of the 
Madras Government to pass such an order, that the Govern- 
ment of India were not aware whether they had done so or 
not and that the Madras Government had powers under the 
Defence Of India Rules to prevent any specified class of 
persons from travellmg by railway and that could be done 
without reference to the Central Government 

The Piesident holding the motion m order observed, 
"The Railways are a central 'subject, and I think it is 
competent for a Member of this House to raise a question 
of this character in the Assembly” — L A Deb , 28 
Februaiy, 1944, pp G59-60 

28 Adiournment Motion To discuss stoppage of RAiLV'’Ay 
TRAINS In order 

Mr Essak Sait sought to move for the adjournment of 
the Dusiness of the House to discuss a definite matter of 
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urgent public importance of recent o'ccurrence, namely, 
“the stoppage of 71 passenger tiains on the North Western 
Railway fiom 3rd Febiuary 1944, theieby upsetting the 
whole luial economies of the area and causing great incon- 
venience and hardship to the public ” 

The Government Member objected on the giound that 
tempoiaiy cancellation of tiains undei wai conditions was 
not an abnormal occuiience, that it had taken place in 
several paits of the country at various times, that there W'as 
nothing new m this and therefoie the matter was not one 
of uigency 

The Piesident held that the matter was uigent and one 
of impoitance and that the motion w'^as m older — A 
Deb , 9 Februaiy, 1944, p 155 

29 Adjouri^mcnt Motion Alleged negligence of rail- 

WAliS IN NOT PROVIDING LIGHTS IN STATIONS ETC MOTION 
IN ORDER 

An adjournment motion was sought to be moved to 
discuss the negligence of the E I Railway administration 
m not having provided lights at Bakhtiarpui Station and 
allowing a ceitain tram to run wuthout searchlights, 
resulting m the deaths of some persons and the administra- 
tions’s failure in not instituting a public inquiiy The 
Government Membei pointed out that a proper mquiry 
had been held that the deaths w'ere due to trespass and 
that searchlights were provided only for the diivers’ 
guidance The motion w'as held in order — L A Deb, 2 
November, 1944, pp 145-46 

30 Adjournment motion Matter not suh-judrce until 
LEGAL proceedings ACTUALLY START 

On 13th Febiuary 1946, Mr Muhammad Nauman sought 
to move an adjournment motion ?e Indisciimmate arrest of 
Muslim League woikers and othei demonstrators and 
wanton use of handcuffs and chains by Delhi police The 
Home Member contended that the ai rested peis^ns were 
“being charged today in court , but tne President aJmit^d 
the Motion obseiving “if by four oc ock the legal proceed- 
ings are started, then the adjournmeni motion dl "c 
be dropped” — L A Deb , 13 February 1946 pp 924---'- 
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31 . Adjournmekt Motion Raising more than one subject 

MATTER, PART BECOMING SUb ^udlCC, PEBATE RESTRICTED TO 
OTHER MATTERS NOT SUh JudlCB 

On 13th February, 1946, Mr Muhammad Nauman sought 
to move an adjournment motion re indiscriminate arrest of 
Muslim League workers and others in Delhi and wanton 
use of handcuffs and chains by Delhi police The Presi- 
dent admitted the Motion and set it down for discussion 
at 4 p 1 1 , when in the meanwhile legal proceedings were 
started against the airested persons The Home Member 
contended that the motion should be dropped The Presi- 
dent remarkea 

*T should like to have one or two points made clear. 
So fai as the cases aie said to be suh-]udice, I 
have no doubt m my mind that they are sub-judicQ. 
Now, the other position is as regards the behaviour 
of the police in handcuffing and putting chams 
That IS what the Adjournment Motion says As 
the Honourable Member has explamed the only 
question that remains is handcuffing I appreciate 
the delicac 5 of the discussion, but the question is, 
wiidlever the nolice rule m^’y the House is 
entitled to discuss whether it is desirable m cases 
' of this type that the police should handcuff people 

That w ould be the principal issue and to my mind 
it is an important issue Foi that purpose, it is not 
necessary to refer to this particular case of parti- 
cular individuals, but it can be generally discussed 
as to v'hethcr in similar circumstances where there 
IS a defiance of a pailicular Older under Rule 56(3), 
V bethel handcuffing and chaining is a proper thing 
or not That seems to me to be an important 
matter I do lealise the delicacy of it The effect 
of the V hole thing will bo that the scope of dis- 
cussion V ill be limited onlj to this aspect and tO 
no other ’ 
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would not be able to say what he ought to say on that 
point without prejudice to the trial oi the accused 

The President then observed as follows — 

“As I understand the situation, the motion is now 
prmcipally about handcuffing and the behaviour of 
the accused prior to the handcuffing That is not 
going to be a matter Of decision by the court, 
though I quite appreciate that, it may have some 
relevancy with reference to the sentence which the 
court mav have in mind It may be lemotely 
relevant, but this matter of handcuffing practically 
brings before the House, to my mind, the very rule 
which gives the police that power and the discus- 
sion will be as regards the desirabihty of havmg 
such a rule, whether such a rule applies or does 
not apply in an individual case will be a different 
matter Now that there is an opportunity, it is 
better that the House expi esses its opimon over 
this That IS how I look at the proposition The 
whole thing is one transaction and therefore, really 
speaking, I did not divide the motion mto One or 
two parts, though m the morning I said “the second 
part”, but I also said “matter of this motion was 
one transaction” The fact that there are judicial 
proceedings instituted restricts the scope of the 
adjournment motion very much ” — L A Deb , 13 
February, 1946, pp 953-^9 

Inadmissible 

S3. Adjournment Motion House refuses leave Repe- 
tition OF A SUBSTANTIALLY IDENTICAL MOTION NOT IN 
order 

On the 5th November, 1940, the House refused leave ' 
for moving an adjournment motion On the next day 
the Member desiied to move another adjournment motion 
on the same subject but the President disallowed it on 
the ground that on the previous day the House had refused 
to give leave to the moving of a substantialljy identical 
motion for the adjournment of the business of the House — 

L A Deb 5 flovember, 1940, pp 71-72 and 6 November, 
1940, p 149 
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33. Adjournment Motion Where Government disputes 

FACTS alleged IN MOTION AUTHENTIC OFFICIAL INFORMA- 
TION NECESSARY 

On the 15th October, 1936, Mr Mohan Lai Saksena 
sought to move the adjournment of the House to discuss 
the failure of the Government of India m stopping inter- 
ference of the U P Government in the forthcommg 
provincial elections, as evidenced by the suspension of 
certain patwaris in the Aligarh district for attending a 
political meeting The Piesident wanted to know the 
specific or authentic information on which the motion was 
based It wns contended for the Government that the 
suspension was due to their absence from duty, the Presi- 
dent allowed the Member a day to obtaiiT authentic official 
information No such information forthcommg the next 
day, the President ruled the motion out of older saying 

“On the information that is before the House, I am not 
satisfied that the order of suspension on 11 patwans 
and two couit peons in Khain, distiict Aligarh, 
with respect to which this adjournment motion has 
been tabled was passed because they had attended 
an election meeting as alleged It appears from 
the statement of the Honourable the Home Member 
that his information is that these officers were sus- 
pended primarily because of neglect of duty or 
absence from their posts and not for attending any 
election meeting addressed by Pandit Jawahar Lai 
Nehru It has been ruled by my predecessor in 
office and it has been the practice since that if a 
statement appealing in a new^spaper is disputed by 
the Member of the Government or any other 
Member of this House then the motion for adjourn- 
ment should not be allow'ed unless some authentic 
official infoimation is available As in this case, 
the best information that is available is that these 
men weie suspended not for attending an election 
meeting but because of neglect of their duty I 
must rule that the motion is out of order ’’ — L A 
Deb 15 October 1936, pp 3203-06 and 16 October, 

' 1936, pp 3388-89 
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S4. Adjournment Motion Government disputes facts 

STATED THEREIN PRESIDENT ACCEPTS GOVERNMENT’S 
VERSION OF FACTS UNLESS THERE IS PROOF TO THE 
CONTRARY 

_ A Member desired to move the adjournment of the 
House to discuss the foicibJe occupation by the military 
of a Moslem Idgah in the Central Pi evinces After hearing 
the Government Membei the President said that the Gov- 
ernment denied the correctness of the facts stated m the 
motion and he had to accept Government Membei s’s state- 
ment unless theie was any proof to the contrary He, 
therefoie, disallowed the motion — L A Deb, 19 November, 
1940, pp 784-85 

35 Adjournment Motion To discuss Mr Mudie’s Enquiry 
Report motion as framed not specific 

On the 26th August, 1937, Mr Mohan Lai Saksena sought 
to move the adjournment of the Assembly to discuss 
Mr Mudie s Enquiry Report into the Bengal Nagpur 
Railway affairs and said that as copies of the report had 
not been supplied to all Membei s he would move it a few 
days later after copies had been supplied Government 
objected to the postponement of the motion to a later date 
and said that copies could not be supphed To all Members 
Objection was also taken on the ground that the notice of 
the motion did not mention any action of Government on 
the Report The President ruling the motion out of order 
observed 

“The Honourable Membei can give fresh notice of an 
adjournment motion covering those points, if he 
likes This is the first time withm my knowledge 
that a lepoit of an mquiiy of this nature is sought 
to be considered by the House on an adjournment 
motion There is no mention of any specific 
recommendation which has been accepted by 
Government and which is consideied to be vnong 
by the Honourable Member who has given notice 
of this motion, but it is a sort of lovmg discussion 
tliat is sought by this motion, covering the entire 
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report I have not been supplied with any prece- 
dent for such motion and so far as I am concerned, 
I do not know of any I, therefore, rule that this 
motion IS out of order At the same time, I think 
Government might ccmsider whether time could 
not be found for the purpose of enabling the House 
to discuss this report " — h A Deb, 26 August, 
1937, pp 611-16 

36 Adjournment Motion Motion admitted but not 

ALLOWED to BE DISCUSSED nT THE APPOINTED TIME AS 

MATTER HAD BECOME SUh-]UdlCe BY THEN 

On the 24th February, 1938, a Member sought to move 
the adjournment of the Assembly to discuss the “molesta- 
tion of an Indian girl and firing on rescuers by European 
soldiers in Muttra district” The President announced that 
imless the remainmg Railway Demands were disposed of 
by 4 o’clock that day, the motion would be taken up the 
next day On the next day, when the motion was taken 
up at 4 o’clock the Leader of the House ^informed the Presi- 
dent that the matter had become suh-judice as a charge 
^heet had been put up before the Magistrate The Presi- 
dent thereupon ruled 

“It cannot be moved under the circumstances now 
disclosed Yesterday I admitted the motion 
and directed that it should be taken up to-day as 
the demands for grants of the Railway Budget had 
to be passed To-day we are informed by the 
Honourable the Leader of the House that as a 
matter Of fact the subject matter of the motion is 
now sub-judice as a charge sheet has been put up 
before the Magistrate in connection with the case”, 

and added, 

“The Leader of the House has made it clear that a 
charge sheet has been filed and the Magistrate has 
taken cognisance of the case under section 190 of 
the Crimmal Procedure Code Therefore, tEe 
V matter is sub-]udice and cannot be discussed in the 
House ” — L A Deb 24 February, 1938, p 1104 and 
25 February, 1938, pp 1220-21 
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37 Adjournment Motion To discuss the attack on 
President by a newspaper not admissible Question 

OF PRIVILEGE (ASSUMING THAT IT AROSE) COULD NOT BE 
DISCUSSED ON A MOTION FOR ADJOURNMENT 

On 4th September, 1928, a Member sought to move the 
ad]oumment of the House in older to discuss the attack on 
the President by a newspaper The Chair disallowed the 
motion for adjournment on the ground that under Rule 11 
such motion must have some relation, directly or indirectly, 
to the conduct or default on the part of Government and 
must be in the nature of criticism of Government either for 
having done some action or for having omitted to do some 
action which was urgently necessary at the moment 

The President also observed “I go fuither and say 
that if it IS the mtention of the Member to raise the 
question of privilege — and I do not know how far 
the question of privilege does arise in this case — I 
should say at once that no discussion on a question 
of privilege can take place on a motion for adjourn- 
ment ” — A Deb , 4 September, 1928, pp 149-54 

3S Adjournment Motion To consider conduct of Presi- 
dent NOT IN ORDER SUBSTANTIVE MOTION IS THE ONLY 
PROPER PROCEDURE FOR CONSIDERING THE CONDUCT OP 

President 

On the 11th February, 1935, Sir Muhammad Yakub 
sought to move an adjournment of the Assembly to discuss 
conduct of the President of the Legislature Assembly m 
conductmg debate during the discussion of the Joint 
Parhamentary Committee Report The President ioUovr- 
mg the parliamentary practice of the House of Commons, 
ruled this motion out of order and said “there 'C^^he no 
doubt that if the conduct of the Chair is to be deemed m 
this House with reference to any proceedings then in tnat 
case the only proper way of doing it is by ° . ? 

substantive motion to which an amendmen^^can ^ ea 

and on which a distinct vote can be taken — - 
February, 1935, pp 625-28 
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39 Adjournment Motion Order passed by President 
CANNOT form SUBJECT MATTER OF 

On the 8th October, 1936, Mr S K D Paliwal sought 
to move the adjournment of the House to discuss the 
cancellation of the Press Gallery Pass of the correspondent 
of the Amnta Bazar Patnka, but the President disallowed 
the motion and ruled 

“The Honourable Member is wholly unjustified in 
bringing up this motion The Honotnable Member 
knows very well that an order passed by the Presi- 
dent in the exercise of his duties cannot be brought 
up on a motion for adjournment He is a Member 
of the House and he ought to know it The motion 
IS disallowed ” — L A Deb , 8 October, 1936, pp 
2664-65 

40 Adjournment Motion Based on Government’s refusal 
TO answer certain questions Not admissible 

On the 12th August, 1938, Mr Satyamurti sought to 
move an adjournment Tnotion m order to discuss the 
attitude of the Government as disclosed m their answers 
to certain supplementary questions that they will not 
ordinarily answer certain questions even on points of fact 
The motion was disallowed by the President and he 
observed as follows 

“To the best of my recollection I have always noticed 
that Government in certain cases lefused to 
disclose the nature of any communication that has 
passed between the Secietary of State and the 
Government Of India ci even to sav whelhei they 
were consulted or not As I have pointed out on , 
the 9' 1 , it is a matter which it is impossible for the 
Chdu to pronounce any opinmn on, whether in a 
particulai case the Government is or is not justified 
in sajing that they will not give any information 
whether they were consulted by the Secretary of 
State 01 the Local Goveinmcnt in any paiticular 
mattei, much less to disclose the nature of the 
communications I must lav down again that this 
mailer is entirely conrludeu by the previous rul- 
ings here and liie rulings in Parliament as well as 



27 


Adjournment I\Iotions, Inadnussible — contd 

the piactice that has grown up m this country’ — 
L A Deb , 12 August, 1938, pp 386-89 

41 Adjournment Motion Cannot be moved on matters 

ENTAILING LEGISLATION 

On 4th September, 1935, Pandit G B Pant sought to 
move the adjournment of the House to discuss the refusal 
of the Go\ernmcnt to grant protection to glass industry 
m spite of the recommendation of the Taiiff Board to that 
effect The President pointed out that protection could 
not be oidinaiilj granted except b\ means Of legislation 
and motions for the adjournment of the House entailing 
legislation could not be discussed He therefore luled that 
the motion was not m order {Vide May’s Parliamentary 
Practice, pp 249 and 309 ) — h A Deb 4 September, 1935, 
pp 343-47 


42 Adjournlient Motion To censure Government for 
NOT introducing PARTICULAR LEGISLATION NOT IN 
order 

On the 23rd March, 1936, Sardar Sant Singh sought to 
move the adjournment off the House to discuss the un- 
satisfactory reply of Government re the introduction of 
necessary legislation about republication m the press of 
speeches m the Assembly Objection was taken on the 
ground that it was outside the power of the Indian Legis- 
latiue to amend section 67 of the Government of India 
Act and that the matter of the motion was not a matter for 
discussion by an adjournment of the House The President 
agreemg ruled 


“I haie no hesitation in disalloiv mg this motiom If a 
motion for adjourrmient could be moved for a 
purpose of this character the result 
that any Honourable Member, vho wants an,>. 
leg.s a' on to be effected, has only m move an 
adjournment of the House -’nth the 

proceedings of th^ Pa? 7 = 

ted I find also from the reuO-- - - — 


u C. 

true 
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mentary Debates 1918, volume 108, July 8th— July 
26th, at page 1339, the Speaker says 

‘I have been looking further into the question, and 
have come to the conclusion that I could not accept 
a Motion to move the Adjournment of the House 
in ordei to call attention to the fact that the 
Government have not produced a particular Bill 
m which it is possible that group of forty Memb'ers 
or more might be interested because, if I were to 
do so. It would open a door which might be pushed 
at bv any group of forty Mernbeis on almost any 
day in the Session and if any group of Members 
desired to raise a particular topic in which they 
were interested, all they vmuld have to do would 
be to move the Adjournment of tbe House m order 
to discuss that particular lopiC I am sure that 
the Rule was never meant to apply m that way’ ” — 
L A Deb , 23 March, 1936, pp 3057-59 

43 Adjournment Motion To discuss delay in publishing 

Tariff Board Report Not admissible in view of 

PRACTICE TO PUBLISH SUCH REPORT WITH THE CONCLUSIONS 

- OF Governmnet thereon 

On the 9th August, 1938, Mr Safyamurti sought to 
move the adjournment of the Assembly to discuss “the 
mordmate delay on the part of the Government m publish- 
mg the Sugar Tariff Board Report, m spite of constant 
requests by Indian pubbc and commercial "hodies” The 
Commerce Member pointed out that the usual practice was 
to publish Tariff Board Reports settmg out what action 
Government proposed to take thereon and that in this case 
there had been no departure from previous practice 

Mr Satyamurti said his object was to upset the present 
practice but the President rulmg the motion out of order 
remarked 

“I understand that the practice has always been to 
publish such a report along with the opimon of 
the Government Mr Satyamurti contends that 
this is wrong and that the proper practice ought 
to be to publish the report first, so that the public 
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may be able to pronounce upon it This ma\ be a 
perXectlj legitimate demand on the pait of 
Mr Satjamuiti and otheis ^\ho think alike with 
him on this mattei, but tlie practice being what it 
has been descnbed to be by the Honourable the 
Leadei of the House I do no't think the proper 
proceduie to upset Tt is by means of a motion for 
adjouinment It ought to be done by a Resolution 
or in some othei way I, therefore, rule it Out of 
order ’ — L A Deb , 9 August, 1938 pp 196-98 

44 Adjournment Motion To discuss refus'il of Go\'rrn- 

MENT to TAICF ACTION IN RATE WAR BETWEEN CERTAIN 

COMPANIES IN HaJ TRAFFIC MOTION NOT IN ORDER AS 

GoVERN’MENT HAD NO OBLIGATION TO IN"rEBFERE 

Sir Abdul Halim Ghuznavi sought to move the adjourn- 
ment of the House to discuss the refusal of Government to 
take any action in the matter of the rate wai between 
certain companies in the Haj trafiic, w'hereupon the 
President pointed out that there was no obligation on the 
part of the Government to interfere in a dispute of that 
nature between two industiial cctncerns and the motion 
was therefore out of order — L A Deb , 5 September, 1938, 
pp 1582-83 

45 Adjournment Motion Matter to be Definite Must 

BE STATED SPECIFICALLY IN NOTICE OF MOTION 

Maulvi Abdul Gham sought to move an adjournment 
motion to discuss "the giving of woong mfoimation to the 
House by the Food Member and also his lefusal to verify 
the incorrectness of the information” in reply to ceitain 
questions answ^eied twi’c days previously The Piesident 
pointed out ' 

“The Honourable Member has not given in his notice 
the information w’’hich he says is incorrect, and 
therefore the basis on which he wishes to movfe 
the adjournment of the business of the House is 
ivanting If any Honourable Member Wishes to 
move an adjournment motion on the basis of a 
statement by any "Member of the Government, he 
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must set out either the statement in full or at least 
give a substance o'f'the statement Other\’^ise it 
could noft be a definite matter as required by the 
Rules to discuss which the House should be ad- 
journed Therefore on that ground alone the 
motion IS out of order But as a serious charge has 
been made against a Member of this House, I 
believe the House would want to be satisfied rf 
Honourable the Government Member did m fact 
attempt to mislead the Assembly by supplying 
wrong information ” 

The Food Member then explamed his position, and the 
President thereupon ruled 

“This motion is out of order cm the groimd that it does 
not specify, as required by the rules and Standing 
Orders and as I have laid down, more than once, 
the statement which is stated to be incorrect 
otherwise it would be impossible for Members of 
the House and the Government Member concerned 
to understand the position The rules require that 
the motion must relate to a definite matter of 
urgent pubhc importance The Government 
Member’s rephes to the supplementanes cover 
three pages in addition to the table of figures laid 
on the table of the House 

On the merits, I must hold that no justification what- 
ever has been shown for mcwmg a motion of this 
kmd The Honourable Government Member stated 
quite clearly that he had derived his entue 
information from the Provmcial Government and 
he laid that information on the table and it has not- 
been sho-vra at all that' it is incorrect m any 
particular 

The motion is chsallowed ” — "L A Deb , 6 Apnl, 1945, 
pp 2658-70 

4C Adjotjrnment Motion Matter not urgent as rr would 

SHORTLY COME UNDER DISCUSSION DURING THE BUDGET 

DEBATE 

A Member sought to move an adjournment motion to 
discuss the question of the provision by the Gkivemment 
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of India of Rupee finance for the Governments of the 
Umted Nations leading to a chrome state of inflation in 
the country owing to the issue of huge numbers of currency 
notes, it was pointed out for Government that the policy 
behmd the matter would come under discussion naturally 
at budget time and that the matter was not urgent The 
President agreemg rulea 

“I rule that the matter is not urgent and that it is a 
matter which will be discussed shortly durmg the 
Budget debate I declare the motion out ctf 
order” — A Deb, 15 February, 1943, pp 212-13 

47 Adjourkment Motion Matter already discussed can- 
not BE RAISED UNLESS ANYTHING NEW HAS CROPPED UP 

A Member sought to move an adjournment motion to 
V discuss the failure to assure termination of services of the 
Umted Kingdom Commercial Corporation with the 
termination of the war, but the President remarked that 
“this question was discussed before and nothing new has 
crapped up since the last session” and ruled the motion out 
cf order — L A Deb. 1 November, 1944, p 63 

48 Adjournment Motion Disallowed Facts mentioned 
- do not JUSTHY ALLEGATIONS IN 

Mr Lalchand Navalrai sought to mewe the adjournment 
of the House to discuss a colhsion on the North Western 
■Railway, alleging cnmmal negligence on the part of the 
Railway After the Government Member had explained 
the facts of the case, the President remarked 

“The unfortunate accident occurred on the Railway 
m Smd resultmg m loss of life, but as I have 
pointed (Jut before that is not a good ground m 
itself for adjourmng the business of the Assembly 
There must be facts forthcommg to make out a 
pnma facte case for holdmg the Railway authorities 
or the Government Of India responsible for the 
accident There is a general allegation that there 
was criminal negligence on the part of the 
Rail-way, but the facts available su far do not bear 
this out The Honourable Railwaj' Member has 
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promised to appraise the House of all the facts 
The adjournment motion is disallowed ” — L A 
Deb , 23 March, 1945, pp 1960-61 

49 Adjournment Motion Must not anticipate a Resolu- 
tion WHICH IS LIKELY TO BE REACHED ON THE NEXT RESO- 
LUTION DAY Rule 12(IV) 

Mr Joshi sought to move the adjournment of the House 
to discuss the inadequate action as legards release of poli- 
tical prisoners It was pointed out for the Government 
that there was a Resolution down for discussion on the 
same subject on another day The President said that 
Rule 12 (iv) was imperative and remarked — 

“Notice has been given and the Resolution has been 
drawn by ballot Of course, no one can be certain 
but there is a probability that it may be reached 
I therefore disallow the motion as being out of 
order” — L A Deb 14 February, 1942, pp 170-72 
(See also L A Deb , 12 February 1942, pp 102-05, 
L A Deb , 27 July 1943, pp 85-86 and L A Deb , 
14 February 1942, pp 175-77 ) 

Note — ^The Standing Ordei of the House of Commons 
on this point which was leferied to by the Chair 
in his ruling contained in L A Deb , 6 February, 
1933, pp 239-240 runs as follows — 

“In dotci mining whethei a discussion is out of 
order on the ground of anticipation, regard shall 
be had b\ Mi Speaker to the piobability of the 
matter anticipated being bioughl bcfoic the House 
uitliin a icasonable lime — (House of Commons 
Standing Order 9 ) 

50 Adjolrlment Motion Action taken by authority in 

DUF AD''n .istration of luv Cannot bf subject or 

On the 22nd Fcbruaij, 1941, a member sought to move 
tbc adjournment of the Assembly to discuss the arrest of 
a candidate for the Ccntial 4.ssemblv The Home Member 
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said he had no information about the mattei but it appear- 
ed that the action had been taken by the Provmcial Gk)v- 
ernment under its own powers The President disallowing 
the motion remarked — 

“This Assembly is not a tribunal for trymg these 
cases, it is the magistrates and the judges who have 
got to try such cases, and it has been repeatedly 
laid down in this House and m the Parliament that 
with regard to any act done by any authority m 
the due course of the admmistration of the law — 
whatever the law is — the matter cannot be discus- 
sed on an adjournment motion Therefore, the 
motion IS disallowed ” — L A Deb , 22 February, 
1941, pp 539-40 [See also L A Deb , 3 March, 
1941, pp 917-18 & L A Deb , 5 March, 1941, p 
1023] 

51 ADjouRmiENT Motion Not tN order where there is a 

RIGHT OF APPEAL TO THE HiGH CoURT 

A Member sought to move the adjournment of the 
Assembly to discuss the forfeiture of security of the 
Hindustan, a daily Hindi newspaper of Delhi, for writing a 
certain article, whereupon the President observed 

“I understand that the Editor or the Manager has a 
right of appeal to the High Court If that is 
so, the matter will have to take the ordinary course 
of law ” 

and ruled the motion out of order — A Deb , 27 July 
1943, pp 82-83 

52 Adjournment Motion To discuss wide question op 

POLICY Not in order 

A Member sought to move an adjournment motion to 
discuss the transport policy of the Government of India 
as disclosed m a certain letter of the Railway Board 
about running of goods seivices by railways in competi- 
tion with private services, the Government pointed out 
that there was no intention to create any monopoly for 
the railways and that there was nothing new, and that the 
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Assembly would have an opportunity to discuss post- 
war policy in the mattei The President pointed out 

‘ The motion raised a wide question of policy and the 
facts stated by the Honourable War Transport 
Member show that the matter cannot be discussed 
properly on an adjournment motion and the House 
will have an opportunity to discuss it later”, 

and ruled the motion out of order — "L A Deb , 2 Novem- 
ber, 1944, pp 142-43 

53. Adjournment Motion Subject matter should have 

FACTUAL BASIS 

On the 27th February 1950, the Speaker announcmg 
that he had received notice of an adjournment motion 
regarding “the concentration of Pakistan Armed Forces 
on the borders of tho d'‘:<^nct of Pumea in +he State of 
Bihar” asked the Leader of the House (the hon Shn 
Jawaharlal Nehru) as to what he had to say on the motion 
The Leader of the House informed the Speaker that so far 
as the Government w'ere concerned they had no such in- 
formation and that they attached no importance what- 
ever to press reports m this regard The Speaker then 
ruled 

“Under the circumstances there appears to be no fac- 
tual basis for further consideration whether the 
motion IS admissible or not Government have 
given the facts as they are and when they say that 
there is no basis for this, I must accept the state- 
ment of the hon the Leader of the House that the 
new^spaper reports are incorrect ’ 

The motion v as ruled out — Par Deb , Part 11 27 Feb- 
luar^ 1950, pp 929-30 

54 Adjournment Motion Arrest of a Member ih^der the 

ORDINARY LAW OF THE LAND DOES NOT TANTAMOUNT TO 

ERE.\CH OF PRIVILEGE NOR CAN BE THE SUBJECT MATTER 

OF nN ADJOLRN'HT'T MOTION 

On the 28th February 1950 the Speaker informed the 
Hou'-e that he had received the following two adjournment 
motions VIZ 

(1) “The evlernment from Delhi District of an hon 
Member of the Indian Parliament, Prof Shibban 
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Lai Saksena, for three months, under Section 4 of 
the East Punjab Public Safety Act, 1949, as apphed 
to the State of Delhfby the District Magistrate of 
Delhi, while the Parliament is in session, thereby 
mfringmg the basic privilege of Members of 
Parliament ” 

(2) “The removal of Shri Shibban Lai Saksena, a 
Member of Parliament from Delhi under the pro- 
visions of the East Punjab Public Safety Act, 1947, 
and his mterdiction from returning to Delhi Dis- 
trict without the permission of the District Magis- 
trate of Delhi, in pursuance of order dated the 
28th February, 1950, under the said Act ” 

As his preliminary remarks to the subsequent discus- 
sion the Speaker observed 

“One of the motions raises the question of pnvileges 
of the Members of this House and in that respect 
I may point out that, a similar question arose 
here, in this House on the 28th January 1948, a 
question of privileges in the case of a Member who 
was arrested con&ied or detamed was raised by 
an hon Member, Mr Kamath, and there I made 
the following observations 

“ All I can say just at present is that every 
Member of this House is subject to ordinary 
law and if he has done anything which 
deser^'es his arrest or necessitates it” 

of course detention mcluded 

“I do not think that in viev of the fact of his 
bemg a Member of this Assembly v'e can 
make him free from all laws of the country 
and give him full licence ’ 
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citizen and the executive Government 'ftoU be 
presumed to be acting uithm the authority vested 
in them by this very House in pursuance of a law 
enacted by it ” 

Contmuing the Speaker laid dowm 

"Unless there is breach of privilege, mere arrest is not 
a defimte matter of urgent public importance to 
justify the admission of this adjournment motion ” 

During the course of the discussion on the facts of the 
motions the hon Home Minister pointed out that the ex- 
temment order on Shn Shibban Lai Saksena had been 
cancelled and that he was-free to return to Delhi The 
Speaker finally ruled out the motions on the foDowing 
ground 

"There is no element of urgency now, even if the 
order was very improper and should not have 
been passed on a Member of the House who was 
fasting at a particular place In view of the fact 
that the order does not survive there is no urgency 
nov. foi a discussion of the matter Therefore I 
extremeh regret that I cannot align myself v ith 
those hon Members who feel that I should give 
them an opportunity to discuss this matter as an 
adjournment motion Under the rules and the 
orecedents it is not admissible ’ Par Deb , Part 
II, 28 February, 1950 pp 971-81 

55 Adjoup\\text Motion To discuss the escape of Mir 

LiIK Ali from Hyderabad State — ^not allov;ed as the 

MATTER REI-iTED TO LAV A? D ORDER A STATE SUBJECT AND 

ALSO AS IT V AS NOT URGENT 

On the 7th March 1950 Mr Kamath sought to move 
an adjournment motion to discuss the escape from custody 
of Mir Laik Ah from the Hyderabad State On the ques- 
tion of admissibility of the adjournment motion from the 
consatu'icnal standpoint there v as a prolonged discussion 
’• hicli V as continued on the 8th and 14th after which the 
Sncalrr bcfoic gnmg his ruling gaA'O a further opportu- 
r o Mi Fibers ’ho might like to bring any more 
pom ii to --nd *’r'tmn statements to him On the 2l5t 
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March 1950, holdmg that it was a matter in respect of 
which no adjouinment motion was admissible, the Speaker 
gave the following ruling 

"Mr H V Kamath gave notice on the 7th March 
1950, of a motion for the adjournment of the busi- - 
ness of Parliament for the purposes of discussing, 
as he stated, a definite matter x»f urgent pubhe 
importance, namely 

‘The failure of Government to ensure the safe 
custody of Mir Laik Ah of Hyderabad ’ 

The mattei w^as undoubtedly definite and one of im- 
portance I liad, however, doubts about its 
urgency, as undei stood m the cases of adjourn- 
ment motions, m view'’ of the opportunities which 
hon Members weie going to have m a short time 
to discuss this mattei, if otheiw'ise admissible, on 
the Demands for Grants due to come up soon be- 
fore the House The Members w'ould also have a 
furthei chance of discussing the matter, if admis- 
sible on the Appropriation Bill, as also on the 
Finance Bill It also appealed to me that ‘the fail- 
ure to ensuie custody’ whosoevei may be respon- 
sible for it, was legrettable 

In the absence of factual information as to w'hether 
Mir Laik Ah was in custody undei the ordeis of 
the Government of India, or under the orders of 
the Hyderabad Government, m pursuance of any 
directions from the Government of India, I called 
upon the hon the Home Minister to enlighten me 
on the facts of the case, and I also obtained factual 
information about the authority by w'hom an/1 the 
law under which the arrest was ordered 

It appeals from what w'as slated by the hon the Home 
Minister that the Hyderabad Government is a 
fully autonomous State, vnth His Exalted Highness 
the Nizam as the Rajpramukh who, with his Coun- 
cil of Ministers constituted the legislative as v'e’* 
as the executivp authority of the State Mi" F”"' 
All w'as under house aiiest under the Hyr<. 
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Public Safety and Public Interest Regulations by 
the order of one, Mr Patro, Inspector-General of 
Police of the Hyderabad State Tne services of the 
Chief Minister and the Home Minister, who were 
in the service of the Government of India, were 
lent to the Hyderabad Government at their re- 
quest and they were appomted to their respective 
ofi&ces by the Firman of His Exalted Highness the 
Nizam They were thus, for all purposes relevant 
to, the present issue, servants of the Nizam and 
responsible to him The matter was thus on6 of 
law and order in the Hyderabad State, which was 
a State subject, and therefore Mir Laik Ah's arrest 
and escape are the concern of the internal admmis- 
tration of the Hyderabad State 

The position so stated by the hon the Home Minister 
was supported by the hon the Law Mmister also 

In the course of arguments on the question of admis- 
sibihty of the motion two pomts were made 

(i) In view of the fact that there was no popular 
legislature m the State of Hyderabad, this 
Parhament had jurisdiction in the mat- 
ter on the analogy of the British 
Parliament exercismg junsdiction, when 
the Constitution was under suspension under 
Section 93 of the Government of India Act, 
1935, and 

(u) in any case, this Parliament had jurisdiction 
in the matter on account of the provisions 
of Article 371 of the Constitution which pla- 
ces every State specified m Part B ‘under the 
general control' of the President and pro- 
vides that each State ‘shall comply with 
such particular directions as may from time 
to time be given by’ him 

As the arguments proceeded, the emphasis on the first 
pomt was reduced and the case was placed subs- 
tantially on the provisions of Article 371 
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The analops of tlio British Parliament taking cogni- 
rnnee of ouestions relating to India at the time of 
the Section 01 Regime, is not to my mind applica- 
ble m principle Section 03 brought into c\*istence 
an irr<. 'Sponsible Government as a consequence 
of the breakdown of the Constitution This is 
cntiieh diflerenl from the situation contem- 
plated b\ \rliclc 371 Under Section 93 the 
PioMncial Governor could not I'^suc a Proclama- 
tion uitl'out t!ie concurrence of the Governor- 
General, and It V as because of the fact of this 
concurience as also the othei piovisions which 
placed both the Governor-General and the Gover- 
nor under the Secretary of State that the respon- 
sibility to the British Parliament v.'as complete In 
the present case there is no question of tin. Gov- 
ernment of Hyderabad functioning because of any 
breakdown of the Constitution, or as a result of 
any emergency, on the occurrence of which the 
administration* of the State would be completelv 
undei the President in all respects Under the 
Constitution the Hyderabad State is functioning as 
an autonomous State in respect of all matters 
to V Inch Its executive and legislative autho- 
rity extends, and it is not contended that the 
present case does not fall under the subject of law 
and order v hicli is a State subject 

The British Prime Minister Mr Chambeilam, m his 
rcplv dated tlio 17th June 1937 (325 H (i Deb 
5s. C 552 — 57) to a question by Mr Churchill on 
the subject of ‘Questions v’lth reference to India’, 
enunciated the following principles to co-ordinate 
tile autonomv of Indian Piovunces with the respon- 
sibility of or to the Biitish Pailiamenl 

( 1 ) In so fai as Ministers aie lesponsible to the 
Piovincial Legislature, it would be entirely 
inappropiiate if Parliament were to call in 
question or to criticise by questions and 
answers, then policies and activities, and 

(n) the broad general principle underlying the 
process of questions and answers m the 
House of Commons is that a question should 
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not be put to a Minister unless he is respon- 
sible for the subject-matter and is in a posi- 
tion to intervene and to secure that a parti- 
cular line of action is either taken or aban- 
doned 

He further stated that questions ought not to be 
regarded as in order unless it can be shown that 
the action at issue was taken by the Governor 
without consultmg his Ministers, or against their 
advice, or, alternatively, that the Governor was 
in possession of powers applicable fo the case, 
which in fact he failed to exercise 

After statmg thus broadly the position, he further 
stated that even this right as so defined, ought to 
be used with discretion and restramt 

Reliance is placed on those words of Article 371, which 
provides that every State specified in Part B of 
the First Schedule ‘shall be under the general con- 
trol of and comply with such particular directions, 
if any, as may from time to time, be given by, the 
President' 

• 

There is a difference of opinion expressed on the floor 
of the House, as to the real meanmg and scope of 
these words It is urged on the one hand that 
these words cast a duty on the State to suffer the 
control and comply with the directions of the Presi- 
dent, but cast no obligation on the Government 
of India to exercise control or to give directions, 
and therefore it is urged that the matter would be 
within the jurisdiction of the House only m cases 
where the Government of India does anything in 
exercise of the power of control or gives any 
directions 

On the other hand, it is urged that the Article, m so 
far as it gives the power of general control and 
giving of directions, casts on the Government of 
India the duty pf exercising control and giving 
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directions m all appropriate cases It is a ^ell- 
known canon of interpretation that wherever 
power IS vested, it also includes the duty of exer- 
cising that power in appropriate cases, and there- 
foie the piovisions of Article 371 also inclyde fail- 
I ure to exeicise the power by the Government of 

India as the power of general control and giving 
diiections is intended for the benefit of States in 
Part B To me, this argument seems to be sound, 
and I am of the view that Article 371 will also 
cover cases of failure to exercise general control 
or to give directions and this House will thus be 
within its rights in raising any question on the 
ground of any alleged failure to exercise control 
or to give directions Of course, in such cases we 
shall have always to bear in' mind Mr Chamber- 
lain’s /dictum that this right ought to be used with 
‘discretion and restraint and that Government 
must also exercise careful discretion as to the ex- 
tent to which it IS expedient in any given cases 
to supply information about facts and events m a 
state included m Part B of the First Schedule 
Such discretion- is necessarj to fulfil our desire 
that self-government in States should foster and 
work well, and this is not possible unless, to quote 
Mr Chamberlam again, “^Ve in this House frankiv 
recognise the distribution of responsibilities 
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In this connection it would be useful to see the inten- 
tion of having Article 371 in the Constitution, as 
explained in the Constituent Assembly on the 12th 
of October 1949, by the Hon’ble Sardar Patel, 
when the said Article was introduced in its final 
form He said 

‘The problems relating to the integration of the 
States and the 'change-over from an autocra- 
tic to a democratic order are such as to test 
the mettle of long established administra- 
tions and experienced leaders of people We 
have therefore found it necessary that, in 
the interest of the growth of democratic 
institutions in these States, no less than the 
requirements of administrative efficiency, 
the Government of India shbuld exercise 
general supervision over the Governments 
of the States till such time as it may be 
necessary ' 

He further said 

‘It IS natural that a provision of this nature which 
treats States in Part B differently from Part 
A States should cause some misgivings I 
wish to assure the Hon’ble Members repre- 
senting these States and through them the 
qieople of these States that the provision in- 
volves no censure of an 3 ' Government T± 
merely provides for contingencies which, in 
view of the present conditions are more 
hkely to arise m Part B States than m the 
States of other categories We do not wish 
to interfere ivith the day-to-day administra- 
tion of any of the States ‘ We are ourselves 
most anxious that the people of the States 
should learn by experience This Article is 
essentially in the nature of a safety valve to 
obviate recourse to drastic remedies such as 
the provisions for the breakdovrTi of the cons- 
titutional machinery ’ 
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This \m] 1 explain the two-fold aims 

(1) The discharge of responsibility for the purpo- 

ses of the change-over from an autocratic to 
a democratic order in the interest of the 
States and 

(2) The desire not to interfere with the day-to-day 

administration of any of the States 

As stated b\ the Hon ble Sardar Patel, the Article is 
essentialh in the nature of a safety valve to ob- 
viate recourse to drastic remedies It will thus be 
clear that the objectue and approach as w'e find 
in Article 371 of the Constitution is entirely differ- 
ent from those in Section 93 of the Government of 
India Act 1935. and therefore the spirit of inter- 
pretation wnll have to be different 

Though therefore it would be open to Members of 
Parliament in appropriate cases not only to put 
questions but raise discussion on matters relating 
to the administration of States in Part B on the 
ground that there has been failure on the part of 
the Government to exercise general control, or to 
give particular directions such occasions w'lll be of 
rare occurrence Obviously, each case \vill depend 
upon its owm facts and merits as to w^hether a ques- 
tion could be asked or discussion raised m that 
particular case It is impossible nor is it neces- 
sary, to lay dowm a general rule defining all the 
circumstances or conditions in which a question 
could be asked or discussion raised It is enough 
to say that such occasions will be very rare 

Because Mir Laik All’s house arrest w^as described as 
preventive detention, an argument is advanced by 
some that as such detention falls under the Con- 
current List of Legislative Powers, the Govern- 
ment of India have both power and responsibility 
in the matter This plea proceeds on a wrong 
understanding that the power to legislate vests the 
Centre wuth executive authority also in respect of 
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every subject mentioned in the Concurrent List 
It IS obvious that no such executive authority can 
exist unless there is legislation, and in the present 
case the detention had not taken place under any 
law passed by Parliament vesting any authority 
in the Government of India 

'The question for decision on the present motion has 
a very limited scope It is ‘Whether on the facts 
of the present case, a discussion could be raised 
by means of the prqceduie of an Adjournment 
Motion 

I need not go mto the history of this form of pro- 
cedure of Adjournment Motions It is enough to 
state that m old days in the British House of Com- 
mons, any member could move the adjournment 
of the House for the discussion of any public mat- 
ter There were no limitations The result was 
(that such motions began to come in almost every 
day, and it was not possible to attend adequately 
to the busmess of the House as set down on the 
Order Paper, eveii in cases where such business 
was of a very important character It was m the 
light of tins experience that limitations began to 
be put on the moving of adjournment motions and 
the existing limitations requiring the matter to be 
‘definite, urgent and of public importance’ came 
to be imposed Further limitations about the con- 
sent of the Speaker, as also the necessity of obtam- 
ing the leave of the House came in with the object 
of securmg the mmimum interference in the daily 
business before the House the scope nf the motion 
being limited only to urgent matters — the urgency 
being of such a nature that the matter sought to 
be raised required precedence for discussion over 
the other matters before the House The tendency 
has been more and more to restrict the admission 
of such motions m the interest of the general 
parbamentary work, which has very much in- 
creased and requires longer time and attention of 
the Members to put it through 
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The test of uigency visualised in respect of adjourn- 
ment motions IS best expressed m the old dictum 
of Mr Speaker Peel in the House of Commons He 
said ‘What I think was contemplated was the 
occuiience of some sudden emergency either m 
home or foreign affairs’ The crucial test always 
IS as to whether the guestion proposed to be raised 
has arisen suddenly -and created an, emergent situa- 
tion of such a character that there ,is a prima facie 
case of urgency and the House must therefore 
leave asi4e all other business and take up the con- 
sideration-. -of thp rjrgept matter at the appointed 
hour The urgency must be' of such a character 
that the matter really brooks no delay and should 
bp disppssed on th>e same day that notice has been 
given 1 , 

'We have therefore to'sge’as to whether the escape of 
Mir Laik Air has create^ such an emergent situa- 
tion ' Whatevei its impbttanfe and whatever its 
further implications the dues^ticWi m considering 
the admissibilitv of an adjournment motion is whe- 
ther an emergent situation of such a character is 
created that the Hous^ 'hiust leave aside all busi- 
ness on the Order Paoer A desire or even a 
necessity of discussion can be easily appreciated 
but the point is whether that discussion must have 
precedence over the other business of the House 
■ That would be one of thp tests for judging the 
admissibility of the motion ^ | 

During the process of evolution of this piocedure in 
the House of Commons, -the admission of an ad- 
journment motion IS a -matter of more and more 
rare occurrence During the period 1921 — 39 the 
annual average of such motions admitted bj’- the 
Speaker was 1 5 The usual practice is that u iv 
put down by the Onnosition when "^ny emergent 
situation arises Adiouinmentdilotions are usual- 
ly .taken as Censure Motions but not absoluteij' 
This view was also stated bv SmFicdenck Whyte 
President of the late Legislative Assemblj’- so far 
back as the 12th March, 1923 (L A Deb 12 
PS 
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March 1923, pp 3229-30) He said that ‘if an ad- 
journment motion IS earned, the action of the 
Assembly may be taken (a) as eyidence of the 
serious yiew which the' majority of the House 
takes icgarding the matter and (b) as possibly a 
vote of censure on the Government ’ 

Successive Presidents of the Central Legislative 
Assembly including myself had considerably re- 
laxed the lule of admission, as it prevailed in the 
House of Commons for the obvious leason that 
private members who were m opposition, had few 
opportunities of discussing matters of public im- 
portance They were in perpetual political oppo- 
sition to the Government of India and the general 
political Set-up of those days always induced the 
Presidents to relax the rule to give more scope for 
discussion and expression of the popular views 
They had in this matter the general support of the 
Legislature The Government then was not res- 
ponsible to the Legislature, nor were they amen- 
able to its control There was therefore, good 
ground for the presiding officers to relax the strict 
House of Commons practice and allow opportuni- 
ties of admission of all important questions on 
adjournment motions 

Since 15th August 1947, the entire constitutional and 
political set-up has changed The Ministry is 
fully responsible to this House and Members have 
now ample opportunities of discussing various 
matters They can discuss mntters on Demands 
for Grants and again during discussions on the 
' Appropriation Bill and the Finartce Bill The 

Government being responsive time can be had by 
a pressing request made to Government I may 
cite as an illustration the desire of the Govern- 
ment to allot time foi' discussion on the question 
of security to East Bengal Refugees They can 
put short notice questions and get information 
They Tiave now got a new rule for half an hour dis- 
cussion They can give notice of a motion for 
raising discussion on a matter of general public 
interest under Rule 126 
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matter is one Of internal administration and, there- 
fore, not a direct responsibility of the Government 
of India In any case, it is a matter in respect of 
which, on the reasoning that I have given before, 
no adjournment motion is admissible 

I am thankful to the Hon’ble Members who participat- 
ed m the debate on the Motion for the help they 
gave m elucidatmg the various points of view from 
which this question could be approached I am 
also thankful to the Hon’ble Members who >vere 
good enough to send to me in writing their Views 
on the question It is not necessary here to refer 
to and reply to every argument advanced by these 
gentlemen I need only say that I have gone 
through each and every argument advanced and 
considered it veiy carefully — ^Par Deb , Part II, 

7 March, 1950, pp 1177-85, 8 March 1950 pp 1233- 
45 14 March, 1950, pp 1505-15 and 21 March 1950, 
pp 1889-95 

56 Adjournivient Motion Matter must be of sufficient 

IMPORT.VNCE 

On the 7th August 1950 Shri Shibban Lai Saxena and 
Shn Deshbandhu Gupta sought to move an almost iden- 
tical adjoummeid motion of the three days strike of 10,000 
Tongawalas of tne^lDelhi Tongawalas’ Union consequent 
on the alleged failure of the Government „t5" supply granx 
to Tonga\”alas In support of the admissibility of the mo- 
tion Shii Deshbandhu Gupta urged that Delhi being a 
centrally administered area, had no other forum , for the 
exDietsion of their grievances on a mattei like this 

' o 

Ruling the two adjournment motions out of older, the 
Speaker observed 

‘ I have already explained xti extenso, in this 
House v'hen I gave my ruling on the adjournment 
motion relating to the escape of Mir Laik Ah, the 
grounds on v hich adjournment motions should be 
tabled and would be admissible I do not think 
the present 'matter is of such importance, in the 
whole set-up now, or is of such urgency as will 
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iiisUfv m\ consent to this adjoin nmenl 

tnoiion 

J ngUi intncix that it is n \ci\ impoitant matter 
so tai as Dcllii cit\ is concciiicd/ but the hon 
Mt. i/oci 'hoalii rtinombei tliat Pailiamcnl is sil- 
ling hi 10 for doing business foi the entire countiy 
and foi considering \aiious vci\ impoitant ques- 
tions one of wluch relates to tlic Bengal situation 
So the impoitancg li.is to be judged iclativeh 
md not absolutel\ and not fionj the point of view 
of the con\cnionce of Delhi citizens 

The maltoi ceilainh is an uigenl matici but i£ has 
to be of impoitanco and thcic I ha\c said that tlie 
mattci IS not of such impoitanco as to variant an 
■idjouinment of tiu House \)iai t fiom that the 
hon Membci himself has tabled a sboi t notice 
quos lu 1 vhich Is going to be ansveied tomoiiow 
Tn.il IS OIK iemcd\ If lie is not satisfied vitli the 
infoimaiion gi\on he has aiiothei icmed\ namel\ 
the half-houi discussion Tims adjoin nment 
motion is not the onlv \\a\ thcic aie a number of 
wnjs — Pai Deb Pait II 7 August 1970 Col-. 
39T95 

57 AniOURNMtNT MOTIOiN (s) POLICI CONTI.NUlD IHOM Dt> 

TO DAI CANNOT ni SuniFCT-MATTl R OF 

On the 15th Novcmbci, 1950, Pi of Shibbanlal SaKsena 
sought to move an adjournment motion on the prohibition 
of cane-ci ushing by the use of Kolhu<; in certain nio.is of 
the Uttai Pitidcsli to winch the Spcakei icfused to gne 
his consent on the ground that the motion vas neithci im- 
portant fiom the point of view of all-India impoitanco noi 
■even uigency. though he observed it could form the basis 
of a discussion Shu Tyagi contended that it ua*' not 
merely the confent of the motion that should be taken into 
consideration but the pohc\ of the Goveniment uJiicli 
could be discussed or criticised through an adjoin ninent 
motion The Speaker ruled . 

“A policy whicli IS continuing fiom daA to da\ cannot 
be the subject-matter of an adjournment 'motion '’—Par 
Deb , Part II, 15 November 1950 Col 10 — 20 
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r, _ ‘^'AMENDMENTS (GENERAL) 

58 Amendments Procedure Discretion Of 'Chair to 

SELECT amendments AND TO DECIDE ORDER -I^I, WHICH 
THEY should be TAKEI^ UP r 

On a retjilest“bemg mafle to the Chair to state the 
procedure relating to the disposal of ^ amendments, the 
Piesident stated ‘*No Honburable Member dan'' fclaim to 
speak as a matter of right on the ground "that he has an 
amendment on the papei It ts m the discretion of the 
Chan in What order and ho"w many amendments should 
be taken up foi discussiocn at a time The Chair is under 
no obligation to call upon any Member who has an amend- 
ment on the p^per It is the duty of the Member to rise 
and get such explanatiorr as he wants in regard to his 
amendment '”‘r-L A Deb , ^ September, 1925, pp 1013-15 

59 Amendments ’ - Member speaks ' fo original motion 
without moving amendment Cannot move amendments 

‘ SdBSEQUENTLY 

A Member, after having spoken to the or^ina^ motion, 
gave notice of, an amendment " - 

The 'Piesident ruled the amendment out of order and 
said "I desire to inform Honourable Members 
that the recognized parliamentary practice ^ 
that, whdn a Member speaks to the original motion 
without moving any amendment'^ and resumes his 
seat, he is nOt entitled at any further stage to rise 
to move an amendment, and that practice I am 
bound to .follow ” — h A Deb ,'17 September, 1929, 
p 965 

6(1 Amendments CHAir not bound to put amendments to 
the House in the Urder in which notices were 6iven; 

On the conclusion of the debate on ^ the. Joint Parlia- 
mentary (Committee’s report ,Qn Indian Constitutional Re- 
forms, the President proceeded to put the amendment of 
Mr Hhulabhai Desa^ to the House whereupon Bhai Parma 
Nand claimed that as he hadrgiven notic^-of ,his amend- 
ment first his amendment should have, precedence over 
others and should be put first, whereupon the President 
pcanted out ' , . . _ i 


*Noc nl,o ‘Bills’, ‘Finnnco BiH’, 'Resolutions’, ‘Withdrawil’ 
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“The Chair is not bound by the order in which these 
amendments aie given notice of As Mr Desai’s 
part}' has given notice of this amendment — and 
that party is the Official Opposition in this House — 
the Chair, in its discretion, thinks that it will be in 
the interests of ascertaining the sense of the House 
better if that question is put first ” — L A Deb , 7 
February, 1935, pp 567-68 

61 Amendments Practice of tabung amendments as 

DEBATE PROCEEDS FROM DAY TO DAY To BE ALLOIVED IN 
THE DISCRETION OF THE ChaIR 

On the Motion re Food Situation, finding that a number 
of amendments were tabled after the debate had proceed- 
ed for a number of days, the President observed — 

“About these amendments which have been tabled 
very recently. I should like to invite Honourable 
Members’ attention to the practice of tabling 
amendments as the debate proceeds from day to 
day I do' not like to msist upon notice — I am 
prepared to waive hotlfce m the interests of havmg 
a better debate, but the general practice should be 
that amendments should not be coming in as the 
debate goes on Of course, if there be an agreed 
amendment then certainly it may be brought in at 
any time But the great' disadvantage of tabling 
amendments as the debate proceeds is, to my mind, 
that injustice is done to Members who have already 
taken part in the debate They have expressed 
^their vieiAS and->they lose the opportumty of 
'expressing - their views again over amendments 
that come m later Today, I am allowmg all these 
amendments withoit taking any objection as to 
notice being given, but I trust Members will help 
me by not tabling amendments as the debate pro- 
ceeds' I hiay repeat again, that if necessary, 
agreed amendments may certamly come m, there 
IS -no- objection to them ” ^ ^ 

After the above observations were made, a Member 
pointed out that when a debate proceeds in a real and live 
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m.inncr ntciisinn inn^ finst foi Hk* (abliiif of an omcncl- 
mcnt ,incl hcnco .1 'tncl .idhcunce to thb fetter 

the discretion of the Ch.ui. whernupon the (Presidciit fui- 
thoi icmarhd — 

» / 

"Mv ob'icrviilions at collide do not exclude or do .iv a\ 

, uith the 'lUtho'nU of the Chnirtto allow omt nd- 
mrnt', v hich .ire uaDv nccc>>or\ for the puipo-^cs 
of the debate But it k bettrr if the proposition 
IS duly cnnsidertd before, that amrodmenfs arc not 
coininf' in us the ddjatc develops It mav be 
neees'.in m certain cases, bul it v fll be a Piattfr 
fot tile disciction of the Chair I* tim'’just'igi\ mg 
.1 geneiai nile I uould nov tepuest 'Honourable 
Menibefb to move tliese amendments and then lhe\ 
Will speak, so that the debate uill proceed dh'tho 
assumption th.it all the .amendments 'ard befoi’e the 
House — L A Dob 5 Fobiuary IdlG, p 511 ~ 

’ . ((• 

G2 AMtiNOMf NTS— Stage ron Moving—must be moved 

IMMfDIATM^ AFTER CMIUSF IS PLACFD BEFORE THE 
HOUSI — IF ^OT MOVED AT THAT STaGF, JT,, CANNOT BE 
MOVED WTtCN’ THE QUE-STION IS ABOUT TO BE PUT AFTER 
EHE GENERAL DISCUSSION ON THE CLAUSE , 

» 

On the lOlh March, 1950 dunng the Second Reading of 
a ceitam Bill, the Deputy-Speaker, according to -the usual 
practfee, had placed clause 2 before the House and enquir- 
ed if anyone wished to move amendments No one came 
foiward to move amendments, but Dr Deshmukb v anted 
to speak geneially cm the clause and he. was , given the 
opportunity Thereafter, ,when the clause was about to be 
put to vote Shn Kamath got up to move an , amendment, 
on the ground that an amendment can be moved 'at any 
time before the clause is put to vote The Deputy-Speaker 
did not allmv the amendment 'arid -explained that the stage 
for moving amendments was after be had placed the clause 
before the House and before the. general discussipn began. 
Once no one moved his amendment at that stage# only the 
general discussion might follow or ,the ejause might be put 
to vote but no amendments cpuld be mpvpd-rr-Par Deb, 
Part II, 10 March, 1950, pp 1364-65 

t I ' * 

If 
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63 As'^tuTCL'i Chamber Circulation of pamphlets within 

THE Chamber improper 

A ceitRin pamphlet ha\ing been placed on the tables of 
I^iombors in the Assemblj a Member asked whethei it had 
been placed with the permission of the Chau 

The Picsidcnl lomarked “Papeis can onlv be circu- 
lated here b\ the order of the Chan It is irripro- 
per to use this Chamber as a moans of circulation-'^ 
anj thing in toe shape of propaganda not slnctly 
and officialh connected with the business of the 
Assembl} ’’ — L A Deb , 14 September, 1922, p 505 

64 Ass! uBLA Champfr Production of Exhibits 

During the debate on the Indian Tariff (Amendment) 
Bill a Membei brought certain exhibits foi displaj^ in the 
House when objection was laised that it was not m order 
to exhibit such goods 

The President observed “The Chair would like to 
announce that it strongly deprecates the piactice 
of producing exhibits on the floor of the House 
The Chair does not propose to allow' this practice 
in future The Chair did not want to prevent the 
Honourable Member from doing so before giving 
due notice ' — L A Deb , 15 Februarj' 1934 pp 
848-50 

65 Assemble Chamber Display of flags or emblems 

WITHIN THE 

On 2nd Apiil 1937, w'hen the Leader of the House 
noticed certain flags on the Benches in the Assembly 
Chamber, he drew’ attention of the Chair to the displav 
of those flags and wanted his deuision v hether thej should 
not be lemoved from the Chamber 

The Leader of the Opposition urged that anj person 
was entitled to come to the Chamber in an\ dress he likea 
and represeht any emblem he liked 

The President ruled “As regaras dress the Cnair 
entirely agrees wnth the Leader of the Oppos t'cr 
and if Members stick an’iihmg on to their 
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the Chau would have no objection But no flags 
should be placed on the table” 

Aftei these obseivations, Members on the Congress 
Benches then pinned the flags on their coats, when the 
Piesidenl observed 

The Chau has nothing mOre to say ” — L A Deb 2 
Apul, 1937, p 2553 

66 Assembly Precincts Use of Neither Chamber nor 

ROOMS CAN BE USED FOR ANY BUSINESS OTHER THAN THAT 

OF THF House without the previous sanction of the 

President 

On the conclusion of the business on 23rd September 
1921 the President m ruling that the Chamber building 
cquld not be "used for any business other than that of the 
House without the sanction of the President, said 

“I have received notice from the Secretary that an 
invitatioA has been issued, without his authority 
oT that of the President, to a meetmg in one of the 
rooms Of this building to-morrow Neither this 
Chamber nor any of the rooms ih this building, 
can be used for any purpose beyond those for 
which they were designed without the permission 
ot the President It is improper to summon meet- 
ings of this kind without the express consent of the 
Chair I have no intention of using my powers to 
stand m the way of the meeting which it is propos- 
ed to hold to-morrow but I wish it tu be clearly 
understood that there is no discretion in the matter 
for Honourable Members to ask or not to ask any- 
one outside this House tc/ enjoy the hospitality of 
this building without the previous sanction of the 
President ” — L A Deb 23 September, 1921, p 975 

BILLS 

Amending 

67 Bills Amendino Bmus — discussion re Sections of 

THE PARENT ACT WHICH ARE NOT SOUGHT TO BE AMENDED — 

OUT OF ORDER 

On the 9th August 1950 during the debate on the Bill 
to amend the Preventive Detention Act, 1950, 
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SoQijon(J.4 of the '^nid Act ha\mR been dcclaied ultra vnp^ 
of ihj; .Con'iliiution b^ the Supreme Couitj, an hon Mem- 
bci ^jpppifjn;i {be amending Bill drew the attention of the 
Houbq to {he \e!% dchnite and cntefioncal observations 
niade b\ t\\o judges of the Suoreme Court legaiding See- 
(•mn H of 'the Prc\enlive Delcntion Act 1950 as he felt 
tjiat “this' Section also should ha\c been amended in the 
"ght of ilieir obsenations 

J 1 * 

Tiic Speakoi ruled 

‘lie Ins sulhcienth made the point that the scope of 
, the Bill should Ka\e been moie comprehensive 
„ than it actualh is But as a matter of fact, this 
Bill IS intended to repeal only Section 14 So it 
, ■' v.oiiid be bc\ond the scope of the piesent Bill, if 
the hon Itfembei \\eic to fto into those details as 
to what then Lordships said in regaid to Section 
32 

“I am more concerned \\uh the lOleVancj of the debate - 
3 lit and J think it is be>ond the tco'pe of the present 
nioasuie -to quote an\ thing fiom their Lordships' 
judgement in icgaid to Section 12 — Pai Deb 

, Pai 1119 August I'OSO Cols 625-27 
Appropriation Rills 

68 Appropriation Biil Presentation or Budget in two 
COMPARTMENTS 

Duiing the discussion on the Appi opiia'tlon- Bill on the 
24th March 1950 Shn Biswanath Das in raising a point of 
order rofernid to Articles 110 112 113 and 114 of the Cons- 
titution and stated that there could be only ohe Bill in 
respect of the Consolidated Fund whibh is called the 
Consolidated Fund of India The Railway Budget could 
be a part of a financial statement In teims nf the Cons- 
titution, the two financial statements two. Consolidated 
Punds and two Appropriation Bills were not contemplated 
In teims of Article 390 of the Constitution, all that they 
could have was a sepaiate financial arrangement- for the 
si\ty-five days that they had to go on with after the De- 
claration of Independence Whatever the differences with 
oegard to the constiuchon Of Article 390, there coUld be no 
doubt that ■* nc Railv'ays of India could not' have a separate 
existence with a separate income, with a separate Appro- 




57 


Bills, Appropriation Bills — contd 

financial affairs as it likes, so long as it does not offend the 
fundamentals of the Constitution 

The hon Member himself has stated that Aiticle 39(1 
does not apply He also pointed out the analogy of Article 
115 'about excess payments and other things That also 
shows that there can be not only a further stage, but also 
fiirthex compartments of the expenditure That supports 
the argument that the House can split its Budget in two 
pans 

As regal ds the Government of India Act, I might only 
say that those provisions the hon Member referred to 
never came into force in India It wps a Federal piovision 
Therefore that analogy will not apply I might also state 
that the language of the Constitution is taken from Section 
35 of the Government of India Act, 1935, if I mistake not 

We have alreacfy passed the stage of considering this 
poinr of order when we discussed the Budget in two 
compartments We took up the Railway Budget first and 
then the General Budget We are now committed to that 
procedure It is perfectly competent for us to change that 
But I do not think any further argument oh this point is 
necessaiy 

may also refer to Rule 134 which distinctly provides 
that the Budget can be presented in two parts I do not 
rely on this rule, because it is always open td aignment 
that 'the rule is inconsistent mth the Constitution and 
therefore has not got the force of law as against the Cons- 
titution I am merely mentioning it in passing — Par 
Deb , Part H, 24 March 1950 pp 2064-67 

69 Appropriation Bill Scope of discussion ^ 

On the 24th March 1950, the Speaker ruled as follows- 
with regard to the scope of discussion on the Appropriation 
Bill — 

^‘As the prcAusions in the Constitution set out the pro- 
pedure in financial matters on the lines of the procedi^^ 
in the House of Commons I think it is necessarj to 
in short, the prmciples underlying those provisions 
proceduie therein laid down is in some respects 
from the procedure hitherto followed This 
enable hon Members to appreciate the scope of 
on the Appropnation BilH 
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It IS hardly necessary to state that, in the case of a 
large-scale and ^ cbuntry-wide adnamistration, there can 
hardly ever be too much of parliamentary contiol on Gov- 
■ernment expenditure The administration being in charge 
of numerous individuals it is difficult, almost impossible, 
for every spending authority to h^e ^n overall picturfe" of 
the financial burden on the tax-payer and consequently, 
^ny urge for' economy At the same time, it is necessary to 
vest fairly wide discretion m those to whom the admmistra 
- tion* IS entrusted Parliamentary control over finances is, 
■to put it shortly, intended for the purpose of attaining 
maximum efficiency at the mmimum cost to the tax-payer 
Jt essentially means a thorough scrutmy^of the accounts 
with a view to avoid *waste and suggest ways and means 
for economy consistent with efficiency and the needs of 
the State in respect of all branches of its activities 

Hitherto, there was no such thing as the Consolidated 
Fund of India The Consolidated Fund has been constitu- 
ted by Article 266 as a reservoir m which all collections by 
way of taxes, etc , shall be first accumulated, and there- 
after, the moneys required for expenditure are to be ‘taken 
out fiom that reservoir The Appropriation Bill is intend- 
ed as an outlet machinery for the funds accumulated to , 
flow for the purposes of expenditure 

Hitherto, on the passing of the Demands for Grants, 
a Schedule of authorised expenditure, signed by the Gov- 
ernor-General uUder Section 35 of the Government of 
India Act, 1935 was laid c/n the Table and no expenditure 
from the revenues of India w^ ^emed to be duly author- 
ised unless it w'as specified iiTthe Schedule , It is obvious 
that the procedure outlined in Section 35 of the Govern- 
ment of India Act 1935, was not in accord with the Pro- 
visions in our Constitution, and it is now necessary that 
Parliament itself shcftild by Statute provide for appropria- 
tion out of the Consohdated Fund of India of all moneys 
required to meet the grants made by Parliament and the' 
expenditure charged on ' the Consolidated Fund The 
Appropriation Bills thus provide the Government vuth the 
necessary statutory authority to draw from the Consolidat- 
ed Fund 
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We have therefore two Bills before us 

t 

(1) for appropriation of funds fpr all activities oi 
Government other than the Railways, and 

(2) for similar appropriation on account of Railways 

In view of the fact that all Demands specified m the 
Schedules to t)ie two Bills have been passed by Parlia- 
rhent, the Appropriation Bills, may, in a sense, be said to 
be a formal legislation to give a statutory form to the de- 
cisions of the House m respect df the various Demands 
for Grants both on account of the General Budget and the 
Railway Budget Though the Bills are thus formal, the^ 
are yet important as a further opportunity which they grve 
fo hon Members of making suggestions and comments on 
the activities of Government in respect of the various 
heads under which the moneys are being authorised to be 
drawn from the Consolidated Fund 

At this stage, I may state to the House tlie various 
opportumties it has of criticising and discussing the finan- 
ces of the Government 

(i) After the Budget is presented the first opportunity 
is afforded in the form of a general discussion of 
' the Budget under Rule 132 This discussion is 
lirmted to the Budget as a whole or any question 
sf principle involved therein This determines 
the character of the discussion at that stage 

(n) The second opporfumt^ presents itself when the 
Demands for Grants are made and Cut Motions 
on Detnands can be moved The discussions at 
this stage are limited to each head of the Demand 
and where Cut Motions are moved they are still 
further limited to the particular subject m respect 
of which the Cut Motion is moved The discus- 
sion at tins stage is more pointed both as regards 
the particular head of administration as also the 
particular points Of gneyances or criticism as in 
the Cut Motion The object is to enable the hon. 
Members to focus attention on specific points 
instead of having a vague oi diffused discussion 

I 
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fill) A third opportunity of discussion on the hnance 
IS presented when the Finance Bill is before the 
House It IS an acknowledged principle that any 
subject can be discussed on the Finance Bill and 
any grievance ventilated the principle being that 
the citizen should not be called upon to pay, un- 
less he IS given, through Parliament the fullest 
latitude of repiesentmg his views and conveying 
his grievances 

(ivl The fouith opportunity is when the Appropriation 
Bill is before the House 

It IS difficult to lay down precise boundanes of the 
spheie of discussion between the stage of discussion on 
Demands for Grants and the Cut Motions and the stage 
of the Appropriation Bill It is, to a large extent, inevitable 
that the same kind of discussion can be raised on matter^ 
of administration as can be done when the Demands and 
Cut Motions are before the House A clear-cut distinction 
exists as between the Finance Bill in so far as taxation 
proposals go on the one hand and the Appropriation Bill on 
the other Apart from the wide latitude in discussion on 
the Finance Bill so as to cover the entire field of adminis- 
tration, there is a specific issue therein consisting of the 
taxation proposals which can be discussed only on the 
Finance Bill 

Honouzable Members will therefore see that when the 
Appi opriation Bills are copsidered it will^not be permissible 
to raise discussion pn the taxation proposals The discus- 
sion can cover any matter of public importance or of 
administrative policy implied in the Grants and the expen- 
diture charged on the Consolidated Fund, in so far as the 
same is permitted under the Constitution and the Rules of 
Procedure, questions of effecting economy improvement 
in administration, scrutiny and maintenance of proper 
accounts, reappropnation etc — in fact, generally all matters 
in respect of which the House would like to point out defects 
or give directions to the administration for improving its' 
tone for better service to the people, better efficiency and 
better economy 

1 have merely tried to give the general outline, and the 
specific points mentioned by me should be taken as illus- 
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Irations of what I mean I trust this clanfies to hon 
Members the scope of discussion’ — Par Deb , 24 March, 
1950, pp 2061-63 

General 

70 Bills Authorization Member in charge of a Bill 

CANNOT AUTHORIZE ANOTHER MeMBER TO PROCEED WITH IT 
ON HIS BEHALF 

On the 25th March 1922, a Member rose to move a 
motion standing in the name of another Member in respect 
of a Bill, saying he had VTitten authorization from the 
latter 

The President ruled that there was no provision in the 
rules which would enable the Member in charge of 
a Bill to authorize another Member to proceed with 
it on his behalf — L A Deb, 25 Maich, 1922, p 
3701 

71 Bills Sanction of Governor Gdjeral under section 
299(3), Government of India AcTt, 1935 Requirement 
OF sanction attaches only to the, introduction of Bills 
OR to moving of amendments 

When the Manoeuvres, Field Firing and Artillery 
Practice Bill was introduced, it then received the prewous 
sanction of the Governor General under the old Govern- 
ment of India Act which was in force at the time and it 
was, therefore, validly introduced SubseQUent] 3 ' v'hen 
a motion for cons deration of the BiR, as reported bj' the 
Select Committee was moved, the Government of India 
Act, 1935, had come into force and an objection v as taken 
that the Bill required the previous sanction of the Governor 
General under section 299(3) of the nev Act and that such 
sanction had not been obtamed 

Assuming that the Bill modified rights of ov nership in 
land, the President ruled that the v ore ‘introduced” in 
section 299(3) referred to Bill and the v ord “mo\ed” 
referred to amendments, and according to this interpreta- 
tion there was no question this stage,-^' hen the mouon 
was made for consideration of the Bill as reportea b> tns 
Select Committee, obtaming the sanct'on of the Gove^n'- 
General under section 299(3)— L A Deb, 6 October, lA'" 
pp 3125-34 
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72 Bills passed by the Council of State Sanction of 

Governor General Point regarding sanction of 
'Governor General cannot be taken in the Assembly 
UF THE Bill has been passed without such objection - 

IN the Council 

On Sir Han Singh Gour rising to make his motion re- 
garding the Succession Certificate (Amendment) Bill, Mr 
C V Visvanatha Sastri objected, saying that the Bill, being 
a fiscal Bill, ought to have been sanctioned hy the Governor 
General before introduction m the Council of State. 

The President 'ruled “That is a point on which the 
Government of India in the Legislative Department 
‘ must, as far as I am aware, have necessarily 

satisfied therpselves before allowing the measure 
to proceed in the other place I do not know 
whether the point was taken, and therefore I do 
not know what my Honourable colleague the 
President of the Council of State may have said 
upon it In so far as the measure has been passed 
by the Council of State without beipg objected to 
by the Member of Government, which he would 
have done if sanction had to be g.ven and had not 
been given, I have nothing to pronounce upon that 
matter here ” — L A Deb , 18 March, 1925, p 2631 

73 Bills Publication in Official Gazette does not 

DISPENSE WITH OBLIGATION TO MAKE COPIES AVAILABLE TO 

Members Standing Order 38(1) read vmu Standing 

Order 12 

On the 6th September, 1928, when the Home Member 
rose to move that the Public Safety_Bill be taken into 
consideration, a Member objected to the motion bemg made 
on that day on the ground that copies of the Bill had not 
been “made available” to Members for three days before 
the 6th September 

After some discussion, the President ruled “I am 
clearly of opmion that the publication of a Bill in 
the Government Gazette cannot dispense with the 
obligation which is laid by the Standing Orders on 
the office to make copies available to Honourable 
Members That expression has a special meaning 
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attached to it by the Standing Orders, and m the 
absence of any directions by the President as to 
the manner in which a Bill is to be deposited and 
the place at which it is to be deposited— directions 
which should have been taken and carried out — I 
am afraid I must hold that the copies of the Bill 
have not been made available to Honourable 
Members three days pnor to its consideration I 
therefore rule that this motion cannot be made 
today unless the Standing Orders are suspended 
As no request has been pressed in that behalf, it is 
not necessary for the Chair to consider that point ” 
— Li A Deb , 6 September, 1928, pp 299 — 305 

74 Bills Argument as distinct from a point of order 

THAT Bill is ultra vires of the legislature can be 

ADVANCED AT ANY STAGE 

On the motion to take into consideration Mr Lalchand 
Navalrai’s Land Acquisition (Amendment) Bill, the Govern- 
ment Member in opposing the motion argued that' the 
subject matter of the Bill fell clearly withm the exclusive 
Provincial List of the Government of India Act of 1935 
and that it was therefore useless to proceed further with 
the Bill Mr Aney raised the point whether that was the 
proper time to raise the question of the jurisdiction of the 
House, though the po nt was not raised as a point oL order 
by the Government The President thereupon observed 

“The question raised by Mr Aney is whether this is 
the proper time for urgmg the argument that has 
been advanced by the Leader of the House that 
the Bill would not achieve the object desired by 
the Mover even if it is passed, because the measure 
IS not within the competence of this House and, 
therefore, it would be held by proper courts to be 
ultra vires of this Legislature I think that is the 
gist of the argument advanced by the Leader of 
the House Now, Mr Aney asks me to say whether 
it is not too late for the Honourable the Leader 
of the House to use such argument I suppose he 
means that it ought to have been urged at an 
earlier stage, that is, at the time of the introduction 
of the Bill I am not aware of any rule or proce- 
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dure or nny prncticc which requires that the argu- 
ment that a legislative measure is beyond the 
competence of this legislature ought to be urged 
at any pailicular stage The motion vas quite in 
order as it appears in the List and it is for any 
Member of the House to advance any relevant 
argument why this motion for consideration should 
not be adopted by the House and that is exactly 
what the Leadei of the House has done on this 
occasion I see no reason v'hatevor v'hy there 
should be any difficulty in the way of an\ member 
trying to induce the House b> such argument to 
reject a motion by which the House is asked to 
take the bill into consideration”, • * * * 

No objection had been taken to the motion on a point of 
order Only certain arguments have been advanced’ 

The motion was then put to the vote m the ordinary 
course — L A Dob. 13 February, 1941, pp 191-93 

75 Bills Compftence of Legislative Assembly to enter- 
tain LEGISLATION ON SUBJECTS IN THE FEDERAL LlST NOX 
FOR Chair to decide 

During the discussion on the Multi-Unit Co-operative 
Societies Bill Mr K C Neogy raised a point of order as 
to the jurisdiction of the Legislative Assembly on "subjects 
mentioned in the Federal and Provincial Legislative lists 
m the Government of India Act 1935. w'hereupon the 
President observed 

“This question whether the Chair will take cognisance 
of a point like this as a point of order, has been 
ra sed before Although I have not yet given any- 
considered ruling on the point, I have come to the 
conclusion after verj' careful consideration of the 
subject, that this really is not a matter which can 
be or should be dealt with by the Chair on a point 
of order A point of order generally speaking, 
relates to matters which concern the proper conduct 
of the proceedings of the House The question 
whether the Assembly is competent to entertain 
a certain proposal for legislation is one of great 
importance, and, in my opinion, it is for the House 



Bills, General — contd. 

to come to a conclusion on that point, as well as 
other points submitted to the House on the question 
whether the Bill should be passed or not I think 
Honourable Members will fully reahSe that a 
question relatmg to the Legislative Competence of 
the Assembly which may often involve much 
difficulty and complexity should not be summarily 
settled by the Chair on a point of order In fact, 
Ihe Federal Court has been estabhshed for the very 
purpose of dealing with these questions and the 
Chair has really not the facilities or the time and 
the material on which to come to a satisfactory 
conclusion on a point of this character so as to be 
able to hold fln^y whether the Assembly should 
or should not consider the particular legislative 
proposal I, therefore, hold that this is not a 
question which should be settled by a ruling of the 
Chair on a point of order I shall consider whether 
I ought not to give more detailed reasons for the 
conclusion I have arrived at” 

and on the 25th March 1942, stated his reasons more fully 

in the following words — 

■'“On the 17th February, 1942, I ruled that the question 
raised by Mr K C Neogy, whether the Indian 
Legislative Assembly was competent to entertain 
a legislative proposed m the form of a Bill relatmg 
to a certain class of multi-unit co-operative societies, 
was not one which could be properly dealt with by 
the Chair on a pomt of order under Rule 15 I 
think, however, that I ought to state my reasons 
more fully in support of this conclusion, as it is 
contrary to the practice which has hitherto pre- 
vailed m this Assembly, though it is difficult to 
say how it ongmated, as I am not aware of any 
considered ruhng on the subject Its origm could 
not be imputed to anythmg m British Parliamentary 
practice, for no question of the legislative compe- 
-tence of the British Parliament in any matter can 
arise, as it virtually enjoys unrestricted la''** 
makmg authority acquired through assertion c>'*ei 
a long period of years supported by the wdl o- 
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the people However, the practice arose, it has 
now become incumbent on the Chair to reconsider 
the entire position, having in regard the scheme of 
the Act of 1935 purporting to create autonomous 
provinces with the legislative spheres of the Central 
and the Provincial Legislatures, definitely demar- 
cated in Lists I, II and III and the establishment 
of the Federal Court for obtaining authoritative 
decisions on questions relating to the proper inter- 
pretation of the Act, as affecting the extent of the 
authority of the Central and Provincial Legisla- 
tures Any one, who has the least conception of the 
difficulties and complexities involved in determining 
the exact scope and limitation of the various 
subjects entered in these Lists, will reahse that 
such a function can be best discharged by learned 
judges sitting in a court of law after hearmg the 
arguments of learned lawyers and taking into 
consideration previous decisions m analogous cases 
If the President of the Assembly were to attempt 
to discharge such duties himself, he would find 
that the Assembly could not be turned into a court 
of law for such time as would be necessary for the 
purpose, without serious detriment to the progress 
of public busmess Such a state of things, it may 
be presumed, could not have been contemplated by 
those responsible for the framing of the Rules and 
Standing Orders for regulating the conduct of the 
business of the Legislature 

Rule 15, wh ch lays down that a President shall decide 
all points of order as they arise and that his decision 
shall be final also says that while a Member may, 
at any time, submit a point of order, he shall confine 
himself to stating the point This hmitation might 
well be taken to suggest that the questions that 
may be raised on a point of order could not have 
been intended to include important questions of 
law of a far-reaching character relating to the inter- 
pretation of the Government of India Act The 
President’s responsibility, in fact, is to see that the 
' business of the House is conducted in an orderly 

manner and in accordance with the Rules and 
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Standing Orders and that if an\ ''lomber thinks 
that the proceedings are not be.ng so condvicted in 
any respect, he is given the right to draw the atten- 
tion of the Chair to the mattci on a point of older 
and obtain his ruling as promptly as possible so 
that the proceedings may go on wuthout further 
difficulty 

But it IS the sole privilege and dut\ of the House to 
decide every “question” that arises on a mot on 
moved by a Member In the case of a Bill all 
motions, including amendments relating thereto 
from the stage of introduction until it is uJtmiatclv 
adopted or rejecte'd have to be decided upon b\ the 
House on questions put by the Chair, the duiv of 
the Chair, generally speaking, being to c chide 
from the considerat on of the House all mat lei s 
w'hich are irrelevant or be^ond the scope of (he 
motion under consideration or which should not 
/ be introduced or admitted becaii'^e llie P^ninrc- 
ments of any special procedure picscnbca m Die 
Government of India Act or the Rules and St mchijg 
Orders of the Assembly hare not been co.pphcd 
with Rule 17A indeed empliasrcs tluit the 
dent shall not refuse to put ordel^i die putunn of 
the question on such a motion that is nicuion 
relating to a Bill, unless thepiitengcfiiich ouo tion 
IS expressly prohibited or dincth pictJuckd bv 
any provision of the Government of India -ic* jJir. 
Rules or the Standing Order' 

The questions that have to be put bv the Ch.nj .ti 
different stages of a Bill for it* disoo'-al are fain 
liar to every Member and a'/ t/JO'^e qmwfjon? ar 
decided by the Members rolmc ‘"/lie” oi ''Ahi ' Tin' 

Chair has no voice in theirsda except tint v/icu 
there is an equality of \o'esio is to /in-c Jus caW/ni' 
vote The members lo'e one ua\ oi the other 
any reasons that appeel to thorn best and 
to assign any reason forthcir lofes. 

Section 100 of the Geh'ermrerA of India Act 
down that the Lepbhbxe /IsscmhJy has 
power to ma^e iasr vith reference to 
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subjects There can be no doubt that this warning 
IS addressed to the Assembly which has the power 
to make laws under the Government of India Act, 
and not to the President who has no such power 
If it were otherwise, it would mean that the occu- 
pant of the Chair for the time Iseing, whether he 
be the President or the Deputy President or a 
Chairman, has the authority to lay down finally 
that the Assembly may make certain laws and may 
not make certain other laws which pnma 
jacie IS an untenable proposition Suppos- 
ing the Chair’s decision be against a parti- 
cular legislative proposal, not only will the Assem- 
bly be debarred altogether from considering it but 
even the Federal Court would not be in a position 
to interfere On the other hand, if the Assembly 
itself rejects a Bill on whatever ground, it will be 
open to the Government or a non-ofhcial Member, 
as the case may be, to approach the Assembly 
agam m the matter subject to fulfilment of the con- 
ditions laid down m that behalf by the Rules and 
- Standing Orders 

Now let us look at the position from a pract cal point 
of view So far as Government measures, which 
form the bulk and the most important part of the 
Legislative business which the Assembly has to 
deal with, are concerned, the Assembly would 
naturally rely upon the Government not to put 
forward a Bill or an amendment unless then law 
officers were satisfied that the Assembly was com- 
petent to make such a law In the case of a non- 
official Bill or amendment, though there may be no 
such guarantee, there will always be the Law 
Officers of the Government and other lawyers to 
advise the House whether a certain legislative 
proposal IS or is not within the competence of the 
Legislative Assembly The President, if he thinks 
fit, may also under Standmg Order 32, address the 
Assembly on the subject m order to help the House 
in its deliberations but whatever views he may so 
choose to express will not be binding on the House 
not being a decision cn a point of order under 
Rule 15 
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I may mention that on inquiry made from Canada and 
Australia {vide Legislative Assembly Debates, 25th 
February, IQSf; pages 1157 — 59) it appeared that 
the Speakers of those Legislatures do entertam 
questions of competence on a pomt of order and 
give their ruhngs but it is competent for the House 
to dissent from the Speakers’ ruhng Our rules, 
however, do not admit of dissent by the House from 
a ruhng of the Chair and the practice m this con- 
nection as prevalent m the Canadian and Australian 
Legislatures is, therefore, imsuited to the Indian 
Legislative Assembly ” — L A Deb , 17 February, 
1942, pp 280—83, & L A Deb, 25 March, 1942 
pp 1533 — 54 

76 Bill(s) (Amending) Scope of discussion limited 

When the motion to refer the Bill to amend the Indian 
Insurance Act, 1938, to a Select Committee was under 
discussion, Pandit Govmd Malaviya enqmred whether a 
general debate will be permitted on the entire pnnciples 
mvolved in the Insurance Act and about other matters 
relating to insurance m this country, the President ruled 

“As I look upon the matter, it seems to me that the 
principle of the Act of 1938 is not a matter under 
discussion under the present Bill This is an 
amendmg Bill That fact must be remembered 
Therefore the scope of the discussion wiU be limited 
only to the amendments proposed 

''‘In the case of an amendmg Bdl, the scope of discus- 
sion will have to be limited to that Bill and that 
Bdl alone and not the original Act or legislation 
which this Bill seeks to amend If the other point 
were conceded, then at the tme of even a mmor 
amendment of any Act the whole legislation will 
be open to the House ” 

Mr Manu Subedar urged that there were special circum- 
stances attachmg to this Bill in so far as there was a 
comprehensive Insurance Bdl introduced in the last session 
but which could not be completed owmg to the dissolution 
of the Assembly The Government had now chosen to pick 
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out some of the pomts of that composite BiE and omitted 
others and therefore the House was entitled to criticise 
the Government for the omissions and to seek an assurance 
that the omitted portions would be introduced m a second 
Bill The President, then, observed as follows — 

“This raises a different point altogether At present 
the pomt under consideration raised by the 
Honourable Member, Pandit Govmd Malaviya, m 
his point of order is as to the scope of the dis- 
cussion on this motion and I was stating my views 
with reference to that point If the House is 
dissatisfied' about the course the legislation has 
been taking, it is perfectly open to the House to 
re]ect the particular motion that is brought before 
it as matter of protest or to get an assurance from 
the Government, as the Hon’ble Member, 
Mr Manu Subedar, has pointed out But that 
would be a matter altogether different from 
entering into the ments of the old legislation 
What I am at present concerned ^vlth is just to 
define the scope of the discussion and, to my mmd, 
it is very clear that in an amendmg Bill the scope 
of discussion will not be the prmciples mvolved 
m the original piece of legislation The discussion 
will be only as regards the points which are 
included in the amending Bill, -pomting out the 
lacunae, making suggestions for additions and all 
that sort of thing will be Wxthin the scope of the 
discussion But if it is sought by the Honourable 
Member’s point of order to raise a general discus- 
sion again on the principles of insurance or the 
principles on which the Act of 1938 was enacted, 
to my mind, such a discussion will be outside the 
scope of the present motion ” — L A Deb , 8 Febru- 
ary, 1946, pp 709-10 

77 Bills Whether ultra vir^s not for Chair to decide 

On 9th December, 1947, durmg the discussion of a certam 
Bill, a pomt was raised whether the Bill was ultra vires 
Mr Speaker observed that the usual practice of the Chair 
was not to take upon itself thd responsibility of deciding 
whether any particular Bill was ultra vires’ and not to kill 
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any Bill on that ground — C A (Leg ) Deb ^ 9 December, 
1947, p 1568 

(Vide Rulmg No 75 on pages 64 — 69 ) 


78 Bills Repeal of State Laws in the Concurrent Field 
BY Parliament In consonance with Article 254 or 
THE CONSTITUnON ACT 


On the 20th November, 1950, the Minister of State 
for Rehabihtation moved for consideration of the BiR to 
amend the Admmistration of Evacuee Property Act 1950 
to repeal the Hyderabad Regulation on Evacuee Property 
and ^so to validate the acts done thereunder 


Shn J R Kapoor contended inDer aha that there was 
no justification for the Bill, in view of the fact that under 
section 3 of the Evacuee Property Act, (Act XXXI of 1950), 
"m the application of this Act to any Part B State unless 
the context otherwise reqmres references to any enactment 
in force m Part A States, but not in force in that Part B 
State shall be construed a^ references to the corresponding 
enactment, if any, in force in that Part B State ' and that 
the Hyderabad Regulation which was an enactment corres- 
ponding to the Evacuee Property Administration Ordinance 
1949 also stood repealed simultaneously 


Discussion on this pomt was continued on the subse- 
quent day (21st November 1950), and Shn M. A Ajyangar 
contended that a special provision repealing the Hyderabad 
Regulation was not warranted by the Constitution as even 
without such a provision the law under Article 254 v'ould 
make the provisions m the correspondmg Statute of the 
Hyderabad State void and inoperative 


The Law Mmister who intervened in the debate sa-d 
that Parhament had m the past passed laws repealing 
laws m the Concurrent List, a practice which he thorps 
was perfectly m consonance with the Constitution 

In interpretmg Article 234 of the Constitution, 

Minister observed as follows — . 

“The importance of this proviso to 
Artide 254, in my judgment. Res in 
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that It IS possible and open to Parliament to make 
a law not onlv amending, varying or adding to an> 
lau made bj the State in the concurrent field, but 
u has also the pover to repeal that law I think 
this IS quite clear from the proviso So far as this 
proviso is concerned, the power is specific that 
Parliament can repeal a law made by the State in 
the concurrent field Sub-clause (2) of article 254 
refers to a law which I would call as a ‘protected 
lav ’ that IS to say, a law which is not only passed 
b\ the State Legislature but a law W'hich w'as le- 
served for the consent of the President and to 
V hich the President has given his consent That 
IS the law which is referred to m sub-clause (2) 
Nov it was felt that »t might be argued that in the 
ca'jc of a law which though passed by a Stale 
Legislature relating to the concurrent field none 
tne less W'as roser\cd for the consent of the 
President and to which the President had given his 
consent — obviously on the advice of the Central 
Go\crnmcnt which ropros’ents the wishes of Parlia- 
ment — the Central Goternment may be deemed (I 
am putting the argumentl to be “estopped” from 
doing an\ further thing b> wa> of injuring that 
particular x\ct cither through amendment or other- 
t' <:p It fn oliminnte tbiq kinrl of nrpumnnt 
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sary in respect of sub-clause (1) of article 254 
Therefore, article 254 carries the general implica- 
tion involved in the f^rase ‘making of the law’ 
which includes repeal of the law As sub-clause (2) 
of article 254 was felt not to carry that implication, 
— because of its protected character, — the proviso 
was added to it Therefore, my submission is that 
there is nothing unconstitutional in Parliament 
making a law repealing a law made by the State 
Legislature in the concurrent field 

With regard to the other point whether you can make 
a general omnibus law repealing certain laws, it 
seems to me that there agam there is nothing 
improper in that What are we doing by having 
th s omnibus law"^ What we could have done was to 
have hundreds of Acts, each one dealing with a 
specific law, saying that we repeal this Act, an- 
other Act saying that we repeal that, and a third 
Act saying that we repeal a third one Instead of 
doing this kind of thing, we did it in a collective 
manner ” 

Concluding the debate on the point the Speaker 
observed 

“So far as this Bill goes th s point is more or less of an 
academic interest But it raises a general question 
On the facts, it is clear that the power is being 
proper] 3 ' exercised, as I feel about it To my mind 
the real difficulty in the application of the facfe of 
the present case is this ^Vhen the original Hyder- 
abad Regulation was passed and when the Ordi- 
nance was passed in 1949 this House had not the 
power to include Hyderabad in that Ordmance 
But when the subsequent Act of 1950 was passed 
this House had jurisdiction over Hyderabad There- 
fore, it IS perfectly competent to presume that a 
law passed by this House when it had jurisdiction 
over the State of Hyderabad will fall through 
it be inconsistent under Article 254 But 
happens to what was enacted pnor to the 
tion over Ej’^derabad, not merely as regards 
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provisions of that particular law, but as regards the 
validity of the acts done in pursuance of the 
previous law If the acts done in pursuance of the 
Hyderabad Regulation of 1948 or 49, passed at a 
time when this House had no jurisdiction to legis- 
late, if such acts are challenged now, how are they 
going to be protected'^ Therefore, it appeared to ■ 
me on reading the proceedings, that it is essential 
to say that all the provisions of that ordinance 
stand repealed, and also the other part of giving 
legality to all acts done or orders passed That is, 

I think, what sub^section (2) seeks to do 

So far as the powers o'f repeal are concerned, the hon 
the Law Mmister has amply clarified the position 
and I have nothing more to add to what he has 
said But I was just wondering that, to the extent 
to which any law of a subordinate legislature is 
inconsistent with what we do, we can as well say 
that, m our opinion, such and such law shall not 
stand and anything that they have done wll be 
inconsistent with what we express ourselves here 
That can be done under clause (1) 

I entirely agree with the interpretation of the word 
'make’ given by the hon the Law Mimster which 
IS wide enough But assuming that you want to 
put it in a restncted manner, still you can make 
any law by saying, we are not prepared to accept 
the legislation of Hyderabad as contained in Regu- 
lation Ho so and so of such and such a year If 
you could as well enact such a provision, why not 
shorten the phraseology and say ‘we repeal’ It 
really makes no difference m substance tb my 
mmd ” — ^Par Deb Part II, 20 November, 1950, Col 
323-34, and 21 November, 1950, Col 338-43 

Introduction 

79 Bills Intr6duction Speeches Ten Minutes Rule 

Standing Order 37 

On the 19th February, 1921 the President explamed the 
•scope of Standing Order 37 — ^known m the House of 
Commons as the Ten Minutes’ Rule — as follows 
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“On introduction, a Tvlember may maP-c a short speech 
■e\*plammg the nature of the Bill, and any other 
Member may make a short speech explaining his 
reasons for opposing it provided he mtends to 
divide the House”— L A Deb. 19 February, 1921, 
pp 245-46 

50 Bills Introductiov Cavnot kl oi>i>osid iv case of 

PUBLICATIOK before ILTRODUCTIO’! RuLI 10 

On the introduction of the Currency Bill v'hich had 
already been published in the Gazette 0 / India a Member 
wanted to oppose the introduction 

The President referred to Rule 18 and pointed out 

“The Finance Member now merely introduces the Bill 
as the leave stage has been dispensed with There 
IS no motion before the House The Honourable 

Member cannot oppose the introduction” T a 

Deb , 18 August, 1926, p 66 

51 Bills Introduction Motions for veave to introduce 

NOT to be opposed 

On the 1st February, 1927, Mr N C KeJkar made a 
lengthy speech in asking for leave to introduce his Land 
Acquisition (Amendment) Bill and after he had introduced 
the Bill, — 

The President remarked 'Terhaps 1 might as v ell 
remind Honourable Members that ue have already 
established a convention in this House that motion^ 
for leave to introduce Bills are no* to be oppos'-d 
and, therefore, Members vill C'’‘ar that m mma m 
making their speeches at th^^ — L A D— 

1 TP^Lyuary, 1927, pp 363—6" 
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budget proposals The Presidentjmjuired if Government 
would be prejudiced by a later introduction of the Bill 
The Fmance Member said that situations might arise when 
Bills might have to be mtroduced on the occasion of the 
budget without being put down on the agenda beforehand 
and that the Standing Orders provided for such a conces- 
sion being made with the permission of the Chair The 
President gave permission saying 

“The Chair has considered this matter and finds that 
there is a precedent for a Bill being introduced 
without being placed first on the agenda That 
happened at the time of President Patel and, 
according to that precedent, and in the exceptional 
circumstances of this case — and the Chair takes 
it that the other case also happened under special 
circumstances — the Chair allows the Honourable 
Member to move this motion ” — L A Deb , 
28 February, 1941, pp 896-97 

83 Bills Motion for leave to introduce Only two 

SPEECHES ONE BY THE MOVER AND THE OTHER BY THE 

OPPOSITION ALLOWED 

The Honourable the Finance Member moved for leave 
to introduce the Finance Bill (as certified by the Viceroy) 
and this was opposed by Mr Bhcflabhai Desai in a speech 
Sir Cowasjee Jehangir also wanted to speak on the motion, 
when the President ruled' 

“Only two speeches are allowed at this stage” — L A 
Deb , 28 March, 1944, p 1629 

84 Bills Introduction of a Non-Official Bill by a 

Member other than the Members who gave notice 

THEREOF Authority Essential Terms of 

Authority 

/ 

On 26th February, 1948 Pandit Thakurdas Bhargava 
asked for leave to introduce a Bill on behalf of Dr Sir 
Han Singh Gour who could not be present in the House 
and had authorised him (Pandit Thakurdas Bhargava) to 
introduce it on his behalf On Mr Speaker permitting 
him to do so, an Honourable Member raised a point of 
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order as to what would be the further course in regard 
to the Bill, whether it would be Pandit Bhargava and 
not Dr Sir Han Singh Gour who would move the other 
motions in connection with the Bill 

Mr Speaker thereupon ruled that there was no objec- 
tion to leave for introduction being granted as mtroduction 
of a Bill was a purely formal matter As the letter of 
authonty expressly stated that aU future motions m 
respect of the Bill would be made by the member to whom 
the authonty was delegated, he thought it was qmte 
reasonable to allow it, and therefore it would follow that 
all subsequent motions m respect of the Bill would be made 
only by Pandit Bhargava 

He further made it clear that as under the rules the 
maximum number of Bills that could be brought forv'^ard 
for discussion by one member was only three, this Bill 
would be considered as one of Pandit Bhargava’s Bills — 
C A (Leg ) Deb , 26 February, 1948, p 1286 

85 Bills Introduction of Private Members’ Bills before 
OTHER PENDING BILLS SUSPENSION OF RULE 22(2) 

On the 12th December, 1950, Shn M A Ayyanger sub- 
mitted to the Chair that there were as many as mneteen 
Pnvate Members’ Bills awaitmg introduction and that as 
there was a number of other Bills already mtroduced which 
had prionty for consideration on that day, there was no 
chance of the mneteen Bills being introduced imless the 
Chair exercised its powers under Rule 180, suspendmg the 
Standmg Orders m that regard He also mformed the 
Chair that towards this end he had secured the consent of 
' five members in whose names the other Bills stood for 
consideration He then moved the following formal motion 

“That sub-rule (2) of rule 22 of the Rules of Procedure 
and Conduct of Business in Parhament, in so far as 
it reqmres iSiat Bills which, have already been 
introduced by Pnvate Members shall have prionty 
over all other busmess, be suspended for this day, 

' and that Bills m respect of which motions for leave 
to introduce have been entered m today’s List of 
" ' Busmess, be taken first ” 

722 P s 
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Admitting the motion, the Speaker observed — 

"All that IS required of me under rule 180 is to give 
my consent to the motion being moved In view 
of the special circumstances mentioned by the hon 
Member, I have no hesitation m giving that consent 
It IS for the House now to decide as to whether 
they will accept the motion, and in view of the 
consent already obtained of the five hon Members, 
who have got a priority, I will put the motion to 
the vote of the House " — Par Deb , Part II, 12 
December, 1950, Col 1546 — 48 

Scope of Discussion 

86 Bills Scope of discussion 

On the 2nd December, 1949, during the debate on clause 
2 of the Bill further to amend the Essential Supplies 
(Temporary Powers) Act, 1946, Prof Shibban Lai Saksena 
stated that as the Bill included raw cotton and cotton 
seed among the essential items, he proposed to include 
sugar cane also In upholding the objection raised by 
Prof Ranga to this inclusion, the Speaker ruled 

“I must uphold the objection of Prof Ranga The hon 
Member is trying to introduce a new matter which 
IS not within the scope of this Bill Had he been 
permitted to move his amendment, the matter 
would have stood on a different footing " — C A 
(Leg ) Deb / Part II, 2 December, 1949, p 200 

87 Bills Scope of discussion of as reported by the 
Select Committee 

On the 6th February, 1950, in the course of the debate 
on the motion that the Delhi Road Transport Authority 
Bill as reported by the Select Committee be taken into 
consideration, an hon Member was dishussing the details 
of the administration of the Delhi Transport Service, the 
fares that were obtaining, economy m the placing of orders 
for more locomotives, etc 

Intervemng, the Speaker said 

“But the Bill here is concerned with creating a 
machinery for efficient administration I am afraid 
the hon Member, instead of focussing his atten- 
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tion on the machinery to he created for ef&cient 
admmistration, is going mto details and cnticizmg 
the administration itself That would perhaps not 
be relevant at this stage, Because we are consider- 
mg the settmg up of a machmery for administra- 
tion 

■^‘So the hon Member would do well to go mto the 
provisions of the Bill, pomtmg out the defects m 
the machmery or making suggestions for the im- 
provement of that machmery suggested in the 
Bill 

■“As the Bill stands at present, we are only concerned 
with what kmd of provision should be made in the 
Bdl for the constitution of the Authority, what 
should be the fimctions of the Authority, etc Por 
mstance, you may say that the Authority should 
have the labour pomt before them — that will be 
' perfectly relevant But to say that you must have 
workshops, or this or that kind of tecHmcal staff, 
though remotely relevant, is not germane to the 
discussion ” — Par Deb , Part n, 6 February, 

1950, pp 210 — 12 

88 Bills (Amending) Scope op Discussion Limited 

When the Representation of the People (Amending) Bill 
was taken up for consideration on 13th December, 1950, 
Pandit BaUcrishna Sharma on a point of information, as also 
on a pomt of order asked whether in connection with the 
debate on the Bill it would be in order to ventilate the 
grievances of Part C States and to brmg to the notice of 
the House the unrepresentative character of then admmis- 
tration from the Centre 

The Speaker observed 

“In so far as this has to be treated as a point of order, 
the question is problematical at this stage, but I 
may mvite the attention of hon Members to one 
distmction This Bdl seeks to provide for the 
proper representation of Part C States, and the 
subject for discussion that will be relevant will 
be the manner and the method of elections The 
■question of admimstration appears to be clearly — 
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to my mmd — irrelevant for the present discussion 
We are not concerned now with the admmistration 
of those parts We are concerned only to see as 
to how best we can have the popular representa- 
tives from those parts Otherwise, we shall be 
going off the mark and outside the scope because 
ex hypothesi it is agreed that there shall be repre- 
sentation of Part C States except perhaps in the 
case of Manipur and Tripura where nomination is 
proposed But there too the discussion will not be 
as regards the character of the admmistration The 
relevant discussion would be as to how it is possible 
to evolve a system of electorates, contesting the 
point of view urged by the hon the Law Minister 
that the state of things there is of a type which 
makes it impossible to make satisfactory arrange- 
ments for representation That point of view is 
open to contest, but I do not think that the admi- 
nistration of Part C States will be open for dis- 
cussion ” 

Shri Syamnandan Sahaya contended that since Part C 
States had no popularly elected Legislatures the present 
Bill should provide a forum for discussing that matter 
Another Member, Shri Barman, enquired whether, in view 
of the fact that the Bill was an amending measure, they 
could not discuss the unsatisfactory administration of the 
existing Act which was being sought to be amended 

The Speaker then ruled ' 

“The chief objective is not the administration of Part A, 
B or C States It is only the system of election 
that we are concerned with If the administration 
of the People’s Representation Act has got any 
elements which do not_satisfy hon Members, it 
may be possible to refer to them but only to a very 
limited extent in so far as they are related to the 
proposed amendments It will not be possible to 
cover the entire theme of the People’s Representa- 
tion Act Otherwise, I do not know where to draw 
the line of demarcation and the House wiU have 
to discuss this Bill for months and days together 
and cover the entire administration of the Indian 
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Union Some hmiialion has to be placed and our 
attention should bo limited only to suggesting the 
best means of having an election machinery 

“I may point out to the hon Members the difficulty of 
the whole thing It may perhaps be permissible 
to a vorv limited extent to mention something 
which might throw some light on the provisions 
in the present Bill, but if I were to permit a general 
discussion of the administration, I do not know 
where to end and where to start We are at present 
concerned with an amending Bill If any amend- 
ment to any other section of the People’s Represen- 
tation Act IS norpeimissible as going beyond the 
scope of the present amending Bill, it follows ex 
hypothesi that no discussion also will be possible 
Then there is another difficulty An hon Member 
makes a remark m passing and that is caught up 
by other hon^ Members and along that argument 
starts a series of replies and counter-replies The 
best course is not to look upon this Bill as an oppor- 
tunity to criticise the Representation of People Act 
or even to cnticise the Administration in Part A, 
B or C States but to focus attention only on the 
question of having the best election machinery 
Unless we do that, the discussion will be d&ultory 
and practically to no purpose ” — ^Par Deb , Part II, 
13 December, 1950, Col 1684 — 87 

Amendments 

General 

89 Bills Amendments Members of Select Committee 
CAN move amendments to clauses agreed to in Select 
Committee 

During the discussion on the clauses of the Motor 
Vehicles Bill, an amendment was moved on behalf of 
Government to a clause which had been agreed to m Select 
Committee whereupon objection was taken-that the amend- 
ment did not find any place in the dissenting minutes of the 
Government to the Report and could not therefore be moved 
on behalf of Government but the Deputy President ruled 
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“As the point of order is pressed, I have got to give 
my ruling I hold that there is no convention or 
practice like that and reason also does not justify 
any such practice or convention A member of the 
Select Committee may very honestly change his 
opinion after the Bill has been brought here I, 
therefore, hold that the Honourable the Mover of 
this amendment is perfectly in order ” — A. Deb , 
5 September, 1938, pp 1610-12 

90 Bills Amendments Mover must move the amend- 
ment BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH HIS SPEflCH 

Dunng the discussion of the Indian Penal Code 
(Amendment) Bill, Sir Han Singh Gour who had an amend- 
ment in his name, proceeded to speak without moving it 

The President pointed out that the Member must begin 
by formally moving the amendment — A. Deb, 
3 September, 1925, p 732 ^ 

91 Bills Amendments Subshtuting entire schemes 

HAVE priority OVER AMENDMENTS LIMITED TO PART ONLY 

Dunng the discussion on the Indian TanfE (Textile 
Protection) Amendment Bill an amendment substituting 
an item for an item in the schedule was moved, when a 
Member enquired if another amendment to a part of the 
item was in order, whereupon the President remarked 

“Sir Cowasji Jehangir's amendment substitutes an 
entire scheme and therefore it has pnonty on .the 
order paper ” — A Deb , 12 Apnl, 1934, p 3695 

92 Bills Amendm3ents Proposing substitution of a 

CLAUSE to have PRIORITY 

Dunng the discussion on the Defence of India Bill a 
Member rose to move certain amendments to clause 10 
before a previous amendment was moved, on the ground 
that his amendments were more comprehensive, but the 
President ruled that as the first amendment sought to 
substitute a different clause for the existmg clause, it 
should be moved first, and added 

“The practice is that any amendment which wants to 
substitute a different clause for the clause m the 
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Bill IS to be taken first If that is thrown out, the 
other amendments are to be moved ” — L A Deb , 
19 September, 1939 pp 734-35 

93 Bills iioved through inadvertence 

DURING THE SeCOI.T) RE-vDING STAGE CaNNOT BE ALLOWED 
LATER 

After the Second Reading of the Insurance Bill had 
been finished Mr Desai sought to move amendment No 42, 
the effect of which was to insert a note at the foot of Form D 
of Part n of the Third Scnedule He e* plained that this 
amendment vas not mo\ed earl cr through inadvertence 
The President disallov ed the mol'on and observed ‘ The 
Schedule has been adopted in the form as it stanas and as 
amended by other amerdments I am afra’d it is too late 
now for amendment No 42 to be motcd ’ — L A Deb 2 
October, 1937, pp 2940-43 

94 Bills Amendments Ai-,iEND'’iE:n fop pe^erel'.ce to 
Select Committee lliY be moved to ''oiion for pefep* 
ENCE TO Joint CoLcunTEE 
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when the consideratjon motion had been carried and the 
President agreeing ruled' 

“I do not think that there has been any ruling on the 
point whether the penod of two days’ clear notice 
which IS mentioned in Standing Order 46 applies 
to a motion for re-circulation of a Bilhjor the pur- 
pose of obtaining further opinion thereon, after a 
Bill has been before the Select Committee As far 
as I know, I do not think there has been any uniform 
practice in this matter As at present advised, I 
am inclined to hold that the limitation or condition 
that two days’ notice must be given does not apply 
to the motion of which notice has been given by 
Mr Aney ” — L A Deb . 22 September, 1936, pp 
1638-41 

96 Bills Amendments Motion that Bill be taken into 
CONSIDERATION AMENDMENT TO SUCH MOTION THAT BiLL 
BE TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION NINE MONTHS HENCE WoT 
IN ORDER 

On a motion to take into consideration the Cnminal Law 
Amendment Bill, Mr Satyamurti sought to move that the 
Bill be taken into consideration nine months hence The 
President observed “I rule that this motion is not in order 
It IS contrary, in my opinjion, to Standing Order 39 and 
contrary to the practice that has always obtained m this 
House ” — A Deb , 15 August, 1938, pp 490-97 

97 Bills Amendments Reply on ameltoments does not 
conclude Debate 

After Sir Charles Innes had begun his reply to an 
amendment of the Schedule of the Finance Bill, Mr T 
Prakasam wanted to know whether it was the final reply 
and whether the debate would be closed after it After 
allowing Sir Charles Innes to finish his speech, the President 
observed 

“The point of order which the Honourable Member 
raises is whether the speech of the Honourable the 
Commerce Member concludes the debate on this 
amendment The Honourable Member knows as 
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well as I do that the Government have not the last 
word in debates on amendments and therefore the 
debate does not conclude with the speech of the 
Honourable the Commerce Member ” — 1j A Deb , 
23 March, 1927, pp 2650-56 

S8 Bills Amendments Same ground should not be 

COVERED WHEN MOVING AN ALTERNATIVE AMENDMENT 

Sardar Sant Smgh moving an amendment to clause 1(4) 
of the Indian Press Bill, proceeded to repeat the arguments 
which had been adduced in support of a previous amend- 
ment, when — 

The President pomted out “I should like to invite the 
attention of the Honourable Members to the manner 
in which the discussion is proceedmg It is a well 
recogmsed practice that when an alternative 
amendment is moved the old ground is not allowed 
to be covered because that is repetition The Hoi> 
ourable Member has made a certain change m the 
second amendment which he is now moving, and 
he will be allowed to address the House to the 
extent of the new matter which is mtroduced m 
the alternative amendment The Honourable 
Member m his first amendment wanted that the 
Local Government should be> authorised to apply 
to the High Court In the alternative amendment 
he says that the Local Government may authorise 
any person to file a complaint before a magistrate 
This IS the only new matter he introduces, he will 
be required to restrict himself to such new matter 
only L A Deb , 2 October, 1931, p 1429 

99 Bills Amendments In Order Restoration of clauses 

OMITTED BY JoiNT COMMITTEE 

On the motion to consider the Report of the Joint Com- 
mittee on the Workmen's Compensation Bill, Mr T V 
Seshagin Ayyar asked whether it was open to the Assembly 
to discuss clauses which the Jomt Committee had excised 
from the original Bill 

The President ruled that smce the Bill as sent up by 
the Assembly to the Joint Committee contamed 
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those clauses it was perfectly open to the Assembly* 
to restore them — L A Deb , 3 February, 1923, pp 
1858-59 

100 Bills Amendments Only Member who has given 

NOTICE, CAN move 

When the Indian Companies (Amendment) Bill was 
taken into consideration, it was noticed that none of the 
Members who had tabled amendments were in their place 
in the House Another Member wanted to move one of the 
amendments when the President observed 

“It IS well established practice that only those who 
have given notice of amendments to the Bill can- 
move them, none else can ” — A Deb , 23 Febru- 
ary, 1944, p 449 

101 Bills Amendments Mover of Bill can move 

amendments to his own Bill 

During the discussion on the Delhi Muslim Wakfs Bill, 
Maulvi Muhammad Abdul Ghani, the Mover of the Bill, 
rose to move an amendment to a clause of the Bill when the 
Law Member asked if a member could move an amendment 
to his own Bill, whereupon the President observed 

“There is no ruling to that effect I know that one 
of my predecessors did make a remark that per- 
haps it IS more desirable that the Mover of a motion 
for consideration of a Bill should leave it to some 
other to move any amendment which he thinks it 
necessary to be made It is not that the member 
in charge of a Bill is in any way disabled from 
moving an amendment to his Bill, and I do not find 
any provision in the Standing Orders or Rules 
which debars him from moving any amendment 
he likes and I do not see any good reason why he 
should be so debarred It may be that in some 
cases he may. find it inconvenient to move parti- 
cular amendments himself, m those cases the 
Member may probably consider it more desirable 
that it should be moved by some other person who 
also has given notice of that amendment Anyway, 

I do not thmk that Maulvi Abdul Ghani is debarred 



Bills, Amendments CGeneral) — contd 

from moving any amendment standing m his name,, 
but it IS left to him whether he will do it himself 
or leave it to some other Member who also has 
given notice of the same amendment,” 

and after the Bill had been passed, added — 

“Before I pass on to the next item on the List of 
Busmfess, I wish to brmg to the notice of the House 
what is the practice in the House of Commons^ 
regarding amendments which stand m the name of 
the sponsor of a Bill As a matter of fact, the prac- 
tice there goes even farther than what I have laid 
down this morning Redhch m his book on Parlia- 
mentary Procedure says as follows 

‘The notice paper always states m proper order the 
amendments of which notice has been given, 
priority bemg always granted cetens 'paribus tO' 
those proposed by the member m charge of the 
Bill’ 

This confirms the ruhng which I have given, that it is 
entirely open to the member m charge of a Bill to 
move any amendments he chooses ” — h A Deb , 3 
March, 1943, pp 729-30 and 741 

102 Bills Marginal Headings Not part of — ^and ameito- 

MENTS THERETO NOT PERMISSIBLE 

On the 10th February, 1950, during the debate on “The 
Undesirable Immigrants Expulsion from Assam Bill” a 
Member sought to move an amendment to the margmal 
headmg of Clause 2 to omit the word “Undesirable” In 
disallowing such an amendment the Speaker remarked 

“I have already ruled two days ago that a margmal 
heading is not part of a Bill Therefore I can- 
not allow this amendment to be moved I have 
held this view ever smce I was elected Speaker of 
the Bombay Legislative Assembly m 1937 and I 
have held that view consistently and I also unds^ 
stand that that has been the view ever since 
Assembly began to function, not as Parliament 
Par Deb , Part H, 10 February, 1950, pp d09-m 
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103 Bills Procedure to move amendment to Bills in the 

ABSENCE OF MEMBER GIVING NOTICE OF AMENDMENT 

On the 2nd December, 1949, when the Speaker put 
clause 2 of the Bill further to amend the Essential Supplies 
(Temporary Powers) Act, 1946, to the vote of the House, 
Prof Shibban Lai Saksena wanted to move an amend- 
ment saying that he had gone to Bombay to give evidence 
and therefore could not be present m the House when tus 
amendment was called 

Tlie Speaker ruled 

“The point is that he was not present at the time the 
amendment was called out I do not think it would 
be permissible for him to move it now ” 

Contmuing, the Speaker said 

“If the hon Member had left the amendment to some 
other Member, I might have considered it ”~C A 
(Leg ) Deb , Part 11, 2 December, 1949, p 200 

101 Bills Last minute Amendments to Out of Order 

UNLESS AGREED TO BY MOVER OF THE BiLL 

On the 20th November, 1950, dunng the second readmg 
of the Allianz Und Stuttgarter Life Insurance (Transfer) 
Bill, certain amendments were received at the last mmute 
The Speaker ruling them out of order observed — 

“I have received notices of certam amendments to 
clauses 4 and 5, one to clause 6, and an amendment 
tabled by the Deputy-Speaker and Pandit Thakur 
Das Bhargava, received in office at 2-15 pm Obvi- 
ously, all these notices are beyond time and as the 
House knows, it has been my practice not to allow 
any last-minute amendments, unless they are 
amendments substantially agreed to by the parties 
concerned In this case, if the hon the Commerce 
Mmister and the other parties concerned agree that 
some amendment should be made, then I shall be 
prepared to consider the guestion of waiving notice, 
not otherwiseJ’ — Par Deb , Part II, 20 November, 
1950, Cdl~309-310 
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105 Bills L\NGU\Gr Usf tuf v.onn 'India", 

On ihe 8lh Februnrv 1050, m the course of the Second 
Reading of the Bill to provide for the opulnon from AsMm 
of undesirable immigrants with reference to an .mund- 
meni to substitute the word*^ “place outside India’ . .m hon 
Member expressed a fear that it might perhaps be argued 
that 'India’ may mean India even of the past and ma\ not 
necessanly mean the India of todav, after partition and 
suggested that the wording should be “place oul'-ide the 
terntor> now* forming part of India” 

The Chairman fShn Hossain Imam) 
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The Speaker thereupon ruled 

“The Bill IS introduced as a whole and therefore every 
clause IS before the House If anv hon Member is 
keen to move any amendment to this clause, I think 
the Chair is bound to put the clause before the 
House He cannot withdraw a clause in that 
manner after once having placed the whole Bill 
before the House But then I was following this 
informal procedure, simply for shortening the dis- 
cussion ” 

The clause was then put and negatived — ^Par Deb , Part 
31, 21 December, 1950, Col 2214-15 

Scope 

307 Bills Amendments Within^ scope of Bill Bill 

ORIGINALLY INTRODUCED IN COUNCIL OF STATE CERTAIN 

CLAUSES OMITTED IN COUNCIL OF STATE AMENDMENTS 

ADMISSIBLE IN ASSEMBLY 

During the consideration nf the BiU further to amend 
the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1898, and the Court-fees 
Act, 1870, as passed by the Council of State, a pomt was 
raised as to whether certam clauses in the Bill as onginally 
introduced which were omitted by the Council of State 
were open to cunendment in the Assembly 

The Deputy President ruled that it would be in order 
to discuss the Bill as originally introduced in the 
Council of State and to move the necessary 
amendments — A Deb, 15 January, 1923, 
pp 1035—39 

108 Bills Amendments Within scope of Bill Limiting 

SCOPE OF Repealing Bills In order 

After the Special Laws Repeal Bill had been taken 
into consideration, the President called upon Diwan 
Bahadur Rangachariar to move his amendment to clause 
2, when Mr V J Patel asked for a ruling as to the ad- 
missibility of the amendments on the paper — 

Upon which the President remarked “Does the 
Honourable Member suggest that Mr Ranga- 
chariar cannot propose to amend certain enact- 
ments which he wishes to repeal'^' I do not think 
3 can uphold that 'proposition ” 
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Mr Patel pointed out that the proposed amendments 
either extended or limited the scope of his Bill 

The President ruled “Certainly, those amendments 
proposing to limit the scope of this repealing 
measure are in order As to the others lower 
down I shall inform him and the Mover whether 
they are in order or not when we come to them ” — 
L A Deb , 19 March, 1925, pp 2655-56 

109 Bills Amendments Within scope of Bill Amending 
Bill to extend life of existing Act which imposed a 
DUTY Amendment seeking to reduce duty admissible, ^ 
THOUGH section PROPOSED TO BE AMENDED WAS NOT MEN- 
TIONED IN THE AMENDING BiLL 

The Salt Additional Import Duty (Extending) Bill set 
out to amend section 1 (3) which gave the life of the 
ongmal Act, and also section 5 (4) A Member tabled an 
amendment to section 3 of the original Act with a view 
to reduce the duty on one class of imported salt An 
objection was taken that this amendment was not admis- 
sible because it set out to amend a provision of the original 
Act which was not touched by the amendmg Bill as 
introduced 

The President pointed out that it was conceivable that 
m certain exceptional cases the scope of an amendmg Bill 
might be covered by certain sections of the ongmal Act 
which were not specifically referred to m the amending 
Bill, and held, in this particular case, that when Govern- 
ment came before the House with an amending Bill to 
extend the life of an existing Act which impost a duty 
or levied taxation, the amount of that duty or taxation 
was also open for discussion, and m the circumstances 
the amendment m question was in order — L A Deb , 
28 March, 1934, pp 2901-02 

110 Bills Amendments Beyond scope of Bill Clause in 

AN AMENDING BiLL PROPOSED TO ADD A SUB-CLAUSE IN 
CERTAIN SECTION WHETHER THE WHOLE SECTION WAS OPEN 
TO AMENDMENT 

By clause 72 m the Code of Criminal Procedure 
(Amendment) Bill it was proposed to amend section 260 
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by adding an additional offence within the scope of sum- 
mary' trials Clause 72 was omitted by the Joint Com- 
mittee When the Bill came before the Assembly a Mem- 
ber proposed an amendment to section 260, and this 
amendment related to the rights of accused persons who 
may be brought to summary trials 

An objection was raised by the Home Member that the 
amendment was not in order as it introduced considera- 
tions which were not in any way pertinent to the purpose 
for which section 260 was mentioned in the original Bill 

The President upheld the objection and ruled that the 
amendment was inadmissuble — L A Deb 6 February, 
1923, pp 2005-06 

111 Bills Amendments Beyond scope of Bill Out of 

ORDER 

During the discussion on the Bamboo Paper Industry 
(Protection) Bill, Sir Han Singh Gout sought to move a 
certain amendment enlarging the scope of the Bill, when 
Government objected on the ground that the Bill w^s 
intended to foster the bamboo paper industry, while the 
amendment sought to include all kinds of paper m the 
Bill 


The President upholding the objection ruled "There 
are a number of amendments of a similar kind 
on the paper It seems to me that, although 
these amendments do not affect the operative 
portions of the Bill there is no doubt that they 
commit Government to an extended pobcy of pro- 
tection m regard to all kmds of paper That being 
my view, I rule that all these amendments are 
out of order ” — L A Deb . 14 September, 1925, 

p 1216 

112 Bills Amendments Beyond scope of Bill Out of 

ORDER 

On the 29th September, 1937, Professor Ranga sought 
to add a clause (after clause 38 of the Insurance Bill) 
enabling Local (^vemments to direct Insurance Com- 
panies to maintam provident funds for employees of such, 
compames, whereupon objection was taken that the 
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amendment v ab bc^ond llie ‘icopc of llic Bill It was 
coni-onded for the amendment that the Bill purported to 
consolidate and amend the lav rclntmfj to insurance and 
thcrofoic the amendment v as m oidei The Lav IMcm- 
ber pomled out tnat no such pioMSion Jiad been made m 
an> prCMOus Acts ca the Companies AcL After hear- 
ing further arguments the President ruled 

‘Objection iias been raised to this amendment on the 
ground lliat it purports to widen the scope of llie 
Bill Tlie amendment is liiat provision sliould be 
made for a pro\ idcnl fund for the benefit of 
cmploNocs of an msuianco company, or rather an 
insurer The scope of the Bill as has been more 
than once laid dov n b\ the Chair, is to be judged 
from the Preamble the Title the clauses of the 
Bill and the Schedules You must take tlie whole 
Bill into consideration in order to ascertain wlint 
IS the scope of the Bill The Honourable the 
Leader of the Opposition very nghtlj points out 
that the Bill is not only a Consolidating Bill but 
an Amending Bill, which includes within its scope 
additions to the Bill w'hich arc rclctant to the 
clauses of the Bill and which arc not outside the 
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of provident fund for the employees of an insur- 
ance company 

As for the rulings, I have gone through most of the 
rulings, but in a matter like this uniformity can- 
not be expected, each case has to be considered 
with leference to the nature of the Bill before the 
House, and, as I have pointed out, and as is quite 
clear, this Bill refers to the carrying on of insur- 
ance business I don’t say that provident fund for 
the benefit of employees of insurance companies 
has not got some sort of connection with the 
carrying on of insurance business or any other 
business of that character, but that sort of relation 
is a verj’’ remote one, and it cannot by any means 
be said that an amendment like this comes ivithin 
the scope of the Bill I, therefore rule that the 
amendment is out of order ’ — L A Deb , 29 
September, 1937, pp 2675-85 

Sanction 

113 Bills Amendments Which seek to impose or augment 

A TAX Sanction of the Governor General necessary 

After Sir Charles Innes had moved that the Steel 

Industry (Protection) Bill be taken into consideration, — 

The President gave the following general ruling on 
the amendments on the paper “Before the debate 
on this motion begins, I think it would conduce 
to orderly debate if I state to the House what my 
view is ivith regard to the various amendments of 
which notices have been given I would state my 
views subject to anything that I may hear from 
the Members who have given notices of amend- 
ments 

In dealing with these amendments, the principles to 
be borne m mind are that no motion to impose a 
tax can be made except on the recommendation of 
the Crown, nor can the amount of a tax proposed 
on behalf of the Croivn be augmented without 
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similar recommendation Similarly, every motion 
for grant of money from the public revenues and 
every motion for appropriation of public reve- 
nues or for creatmg a charge on such revenues 
can again be made only on the sanction or recom- 
mendation of the Crown These are constitu- 
tionally recognised fundamental prmciples on 
which Bills of this character have to be dealt 
with, and the same prmciple has been embodied 
in section 67A of the Government of India Act 
and in section 67 (2) (a) and section 67A, clauses 
(2) and (6) Further, it has to be borne m mind 
that any amendment must be withm the scope of 
the Bill and must not mtroduce a new or foreign 
subject into the Bill introduced for a particular 
purpose Bearing these principles in mmd, as I 
said, I have considered the various amendments 
and I will now proceed to state to the House my 
views, as I have said, subject to what I may hear 
from the various Members who have given notice 
of amendments ” — L A Deb , 27 May 1924, pp 
2293-98 

114 Bills Amendments To appropriate Revenues or 
MONIES Sanction of the Governor General neces- 
sary 

Mr N M Joshi sought to move an amendment to 
clause 2 of the Steel Industry (Protection) Bill suggestmg 
that the proceeds from the duty shall not be 'earned to the 
general revenues and Government objeermg that such a 
proposal could not be made except with the recommenda- 
tion of the Governor General, — 
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115 Bills Amendments Sanction of the Governor Gene- 
ral NOT REQUIRED TO AMENDMENT PROPOSING A DUTY 
HIGHER THAN THAT PROPOSED IN THE BiLL BUT LOWER THANT 
THAT PREVALENT ON THE DATE THE BiLL WAS INTRODUCED 

During the consj/leralion of the Indian Tariff (Second 
Amendment) Bill, an amendment was moved which in- 
creased the proposed duty on a certain article to a level 
which was lower than the duty which existed under the 
Act sought to be amended by the Bill Objection was 
taken by Government that as the amendment had the 
effect of increasing the proposed duty the previous sanc- 
tion of the Governor General was necessary before it pould 
be moved After allowing the Government to state their 
case, the President luling the amendment m order 
observed 

'"I*he Honouiable the Commerce Member has admitted 
that this amendment which is in the name of Mr 
Avinashilmgam Chettiar, seeks that certain duties 
should be imposed on wood pulp which, in fact,, 
will be higher than those proposed in the Bill, but 
lower than that in the Act which the present Bill 
seeks to amend The Honourable the Commerce 
Member then argues that what is to be taken into 
account is the fact whether there is any duty at 
the present day or rather today when the amend- 
ment will be discussed and put to the vote of the 
House — and whether the proposal in the amend- 
ment would increase the burden on the taxpayers 
or the duty payers or not He says that no account- 
is to be taken of the fact that the Bill mcludmg: 
the clause which this amendment seeks to amend 
was introduced on a date on which the old Act 
was in force and he further argues that, but for 
the Provisional Collection of Taxes Act, there 
would have been no duty at all today and, there- 
fore, this amendment seeks to increase the burden 
of the people inasmuch as it wants that the duty 
should be higher than that provided for in the 
Bill which is now before the House, and, there- 
fore, previous sanction of the Governor General is 
necessary The Chair does not think, the conh- 
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nuance of the duty under the particular Act men- 
tioned, for the time being, makes any difference 
in this case Supposing, for instance, this Bill was 
mtroduced a month before the duty under the Act 
expired, Honourable Members would be perfectly 
3 ustified in sending notices of amendments any 
time afterwards and the mere accident that when 
' an amendment came to be discussed by the 

House the dutj happened to expire should not 
make any difference in the consideration of the 
amendment The Chair thinks the crucial date 
to be considered is the date of the introduction 
of the BiU, when the House became seized of the 
Bill, and it was open to the Honourable Members 
to send in amendments on the basis of the Bill 
and the law existing on that day Since this 
amendment does not seek to laise the'^ duty to a\ 
figure which is higher than what was prevalent 
on the date the Bill was introduced, the Chair 
holds that the amendment is in order and that 
sanction of the Governor General was not 
required ” — L A Deb , 6 April, 1939, pp 345-55 

116 Bills Amendment to extend operation of the tax for 
AN indefinite PERIOD SANCTION NOT OBTAINED OUT OF 
ORDER 

Where a clause in the Indian Tariff (Amendment) Bill 
proposed a tax for a particular penod, and an amendment 
to it had the effect of extending the operation of the tax 
indefinitely, the President ruled that such amendment was 
open to objection, because by proposing that the tax should 
operate for an indefinite period it '''^s proposed that the 
■tax should be levied for periods for which no sanction had 
been obtained He accordingly ruled the amendment ou 
■of order — L A Tlph 5 Annl D 3744 
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tioned in Standing Order No 38 and stated that as clause- 
(c) of that Standing Order was in a different category 
from clauses (a) and (b), the House should not be con- 
sidered to be committed to the principle of a Bill if it had 
merely adopted a motion for its circulation — L A Deb . 
10 January, 1922, p 1452 

118 Bills Circulation Motion on dat of introduction. 

Held in order Standing Order 38 

A Member moved for circulation of a Bdl on the same 
day on which the Bill was mtroduced A point of order 
was raised whether in view of the Chair’s calling atten- 
tion of the House to the convention, namely, that on the- 
day on which leave is sought to introduce a Bill no other 
motion should be made, the mover was entitled to make 
the motion ' The President held that, in view of the terms 
of Standmg Order 38, the Chair had no right to prevent 
the mover, if he chose to do so, from making such a 
motion — li A Deb , 24 March, 1933, pp 2539-41 

119 Bills Circulation Motion Scope of discussion 

A Member, speakmg on the motion to consider the- 
Steel Industry (Protection) Bdl, as amended by the Select 
Committee, to which an amendment had been moved that 
the Bdl be circulated for opmion, proceeded to go into the 
pomts raised m the Select Committee Report — 

The President mtervened and said “I would remmd 
the Honourable Member and the House that the 
question that is bemg debated at present is onlj’- 
the narrow question whether the Bdl should be 
taken into consideration now or whether it should 
be cuculated for opmion It is not open, there- 
fore, to Members to go into the merits of the 
various pomts which they may wish to be further 
considered They can merely mdicate the pomts 
on which they think there should be further con- 
sideration by the country But I will not allow- 
Members-' to go into the merits of the various 
pomts that may arise nor wdl it be permissible 
to Members to discuss m this debate the pnnciple 
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of the Bill hich has already been affirmed by the 
Assembly in lefernng the Bill to the Select Com- 
mittee ” 

Another Member pioceeded to discuss the principles 
of the Bill on the same motion 

The President repeated his luling and said “The 
Honourable Membei must bear in mind what I 
said that we are now not discussing the pimciples 
of the Bill at all The question befoie the House 
is a very narrow' one, w'hether the Bill should be 
considered now or should be circulated for 
opinion, and Honourable Membei s must confine 
their remarks to that narrow' question ” — L A 
Deb 2 June, 1924 pp 2448-53 

120 Bills CIRCUL^\TIO^ Motion Amendment regarding 

RESTRICTED CIRCULATION IN ORDER STANDING ORDER 

39 (2) 

To the circulation motion on the Hindu Temple Entry 
Disabilities Removal Bill, Pandit Satyendra Nath Sen 
w'anted to move an amendment “that the Bill be circulat- 
ed amongst the temple going Hindus”, w'heieupon it was 
pointed out that under Standing Order 39(2) (a) such a 
restricted circulation motion w'as not in order 

The President ruled “The Honourable Member must 
realise that no explicit provision is made in the 
Standing Order as to what kind of amendments 
can be moved to the motion of a Mover of a Bill 
that the Bill be circulated for eliciting opinion 
thereon When Standing Orders are silent on the 
point, it w'lll be for the Chair to decide what 
amendments to such motions would be m order, 
and the Chair in this case has held that Pandit 
Sen’s amendment is in order,” — L A Deb , 24 
August, 1933, p 210 

121 Bills Circulation Motion Motion for consideration 

OF THE Bill, as reported by Select Committee Amend- 
ment for circulation in order Interpretation of 

Standing Order 44 (2) 

On a motion to take into consideration the report of 
the Select Committee on a Bill, an amendment was moved 
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that the Bill be circulnkd for opinion A Member a'ibed 
if the ninendtnent v o'; in order — 

Tile Pro idcnt ruled "AparJ from the fact that it is a 
little late to tal c iht point of order I thinh the 
prcHumption is that the framers of Standing 
Ordei 14, when thc\ provided for recirculation, 
must have assumed "the right to circuldlc at this 
stage for tlie time" — L A Deb I'l Septem- 

bei 1022 p bn 

122 But';* CincLLVTFn for opimon RFi;po''';iniTrrv for 
pmj’ARATiON ot rnFCi*; of opimo'.s 

On the lltb September ndB the President made the 
follow inr statement 

“Order order, Honourable idembcrs v ill remember 
that the other da> I promised to take into con- 
sideration the recommendation made b\ the 
Select Committee on the Motor Vehicles* Bill 
Thov passed a Resolution to the effect that sum- 
maries of opinions in eases v’ here Bdls are circu- 
lated for opinion b\ e\ecut)\*c order and memo- 
landa required bv Select Committees in connec- 
tion with Bills, tabular statements setting forth 
side b\ side the original enactment and the amend- 
ments proposed to be made should bo prepared 
and supplied by the Legislative Assembly Depart- 
ment I promised that I would consult the 
Leaders of Parties in the House, and then if neces- 
sary, I w'ould take up the matter with the Gov- 
ernment I consulted the Leaders of Parties in- 
cluding the Honourable the Leader of the House, 
and they are all unanimously agreed that there 
should be no change in the present practice re- 
garding the preparation of summaries of opinions 
The present practice is as regards Bills circulated 
by the order of the House, the summaries of 
opinions are prepared by the Assembly Depart- 
ment, and, as regards Bills, the circulation of 
which IS ordered by executive order of the Gov- 
-ernment Department concerned, they themselves, 
•that IS, -the jDepartments concerned, prepare sum- 
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manes of opinions. The Loaders of Parties advise 
me that there should be no change in that practice 
Similarly as legards memorandum to be attached 
to Bills showing the original enactment and the 
amendments proposed that also, according to the 
Loaders of Pailies if it is to be prepared at all, 
should not be prepared by the Assembly Depart- 
ment Then the Leader of the House agreed to 
consider whether the Government will in future 
prepare such memoranda and supply them to the 
I\Iombers and ho has propiiscd to inform the 
House m due course the decision of the (^vern- 
, men! on that point” 


The Leader of the House then stated “I ^ say a1 
once for the information of the House that Gov- 
ernment have considered this matter of the pre 
paration of tabular statements whenever they 
ma^ become necessarj wulh reference to amend- 
ing Bill showing w'hat the original provision is 
that IS sought to be amended and in what manner 
it is proposed to amend it I may assure you, Sir, 
and through you, the House, that the Department 
concerned y.'iU alw^ajs do its best to supply state- 
r ment of that kind” — L A. Deb,, 8 September, 

1938, pp 1865-66 

Select Committees 

123 Bills Select Comluttees Power of House to re- 
constitute 

Dr Han Singh Gour moving to recommit the Hindu 
Religious and Charitable Trusts Bill to a fresh Select 
Committee, a Member asked af the House should recommit 
the Bill to the former Committee or could refer it to a 
fresh Committee 

The President ruled “The House has the power to re- 
constitute a Select Committee and recommit the 
Bill to it ”— L A Deb , 19 February, 1926, p 1546 
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124 Bills Select Committee Every Member has right of 

SITTING ON 

On the motion to refer the Keserve Bank Bill to a Joint 
Committee, Mr Jog sought to move an amendrnent pro- 
hibiting Members who had taken part in the London Con- 
ference from sitting on the Joint Committee 

The President ruled “A Committee of this House, 
whether a Joint Committee or a Select Committee, 
IS set up by a motion of this House, and every 
Honourable Member, whoever he is, has got the 
right to sit on that Committee, if he is elected to 
that Committee, and no Resolution of this House 
can debar any individual from sitting on a Com- 
mittee hke that, and therefore the amendment is 
out of order ” — L A Deb , 13 September, 1933, pp 
1507-08 

125 Bills Select Committee Motion to tnclude Law 
Member in Select Committee not necessary if previous 
Law Member was a Member of the Assembly at the 
time the Bill was referred to Select Committee 
Standing Order 40 

Where the Law Member of the Government of India 
was a Member of the Assembly when the motion to refer 
the Medical Council Bill to Select Committee was made 
and subsequently the personnel of the office changed and 
the new Law Member was nominated to the Assembly and 
took the oath of allegiance, the President held that under 
these circumstances it was not necessary to make a speci- 
fic motion to enable the new Law Member to take his seat 
in the Select Committee — L A Deb , 22 _August, 1933, 
p 55 

126 Bills Select Committee motion To be accoivipaniei> 
BY Names of members after obtaining their consent 

A Member drew the President’s attention to Standmg 
Order 40(2) * * * * * 

The President ruled * * * * “that when any member of 
a Select Committee, already, appomted, dies or 
resigns, or has to give up his work for any other 
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cause It shall be open to the Assembly to appoint 
his substitute at any subsequent meeting” 

The Chair fuilhcr said “As a rule any motion for the 
anpointment of a Select Committee shall be 
accompanied b\ a statement of the names of 
^Members proposed to be appointed and the Mover 
of such motion shall inform the House that he has 
the authonU of those gentlemen for so proposing 
their names' — L A Deb 22 Februaiy 1921, p 
332 

127 Bills Selfct Committee Procedure wtien additional 

NAMES ARE PROPOSED TO 

On the motion to refer the Port Haj Committees Bill 
to Select Committee a Member proposed to add another 
Membei to the Select Committee, and on the President 
asking whether the Government agreed Sir Frank Noyce 
said he was in a somewhat difficult position Whereupon — 

The President explained the position as follows “A 
suggestion is made for the addition of a name 
The Member in charge is entitled either to accept 
the name or to refuse to do so If the Member in 
charge refuses to accept the suggestion then the 
Member making the suggestion is entitled to move 
it in the form of an amendment That is the 
correct procedure ” 

And added that reasons for refusal to agree need not 
be given unless the suggestion was put forwaid formally 
as an amendment — L A Deb 5 April, 1932, p 3003 

128 Bills Select Comahttee Further names cannot be 

ADDED AFTER ORIGINAL MOTION IS PUT 

After the motion to refer the Workmen’s Compensation 
(Amendment) Bill to a Select Committee had been put, 
Mr Jog wanted to withdraw from the Committee and to 
suggest another name 

The President ruled “You cannot do it at this stage 
The Honourable Member can withdraw from the 
Committee if he does not wish to serve, but he 
cannot suggest the addition of a name at this stage 
when the question is bemg put to the House ” — 
L A Deb , 23 September, 1932, p 1283 
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129 Bills Select Committee Procedure to be observed 
Meetings to be private and not open to strangers and 
THE Press Meetings to be held within the precincts 
OF THE House unless otherwise specifically directed 
by the House Information and documents placed be- 
fore Select Committee to be made available to the 
House Select Committee to decide what relevant 

DOCUMENTS AND INFORMATION MADE AVAILABLE TO THEM 
SHOULD BE MADE AVAILABLE TO THE HoUSE No DOCUMENT 
OR REPORT PLACED BEFORE SELECT COMMITTEE TO BE 
PUBLISHED UNTIL IT IS PRESENTED TO THE HOUSE 

Evidence of 'witnesses under S O 40(4) liable to be 

MADE AVAILABLE TO THE HoUSE EVEN "WHEN TENDERED in 

camera Select Committee to see that Reporters 

ARE MADE AVAILABLE 'WHEN NECESSARY TO TAKE DOWN 

EVIDENCE Members of Select Committee can refer 
TO documents and information gi'ven to the 
Committee but not to discussions or negotiations 
IN THE Committee 

Speaking on the Indian Tariff (Amendment) Bill on the 
15th February, 1934, Mr N M Joshi complained that he 
could not follow the proceedings in the absence of requisite 
information as the information available to the Select 
Committee on the Bill was not made available to the House, 
and suggested that whenever a Select Committee received 
information, it should do so in pubhc, following the practice 
of the House of Commons, and the information should be 
made available to the House and the public and that only 
the discussions in the Committee should be private 

The President promised to consider the point, and on 
the 15th March delivered his rulmg as follows 

"On the 15th of February, 1934, the Honourable 
Member, Mr N M Joslii, requested that the Chair 
might give some directions about the procedure 
to be followed in Select Committees, especially 
with reference to making available to the House 
the documents and mformation placed before Select 
Committees The Chair has exaimned this matter 
carefully and gives the following direction for the 
guidance of all Select Committees of this House 

Unless otherwise specifically directed by the Assembly, 
the meetings of Select Committees should be held 
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within the piecincts of the House The sittings of 
all Select Committees should be private and no 
strangers or representatives of the press can be 
admitted to meetings of the Committees Under 
Standmg Order 40, sub-section (4), a Select Com- 
mittee may "hear expert evidence and representa-* 
tives of special interests affected by the measure 
before them A Select Committee of this House 
cannot have greater powers than what the House 
itself enjoys under the Constitution All material 
placed by Government before a Select Committee 
should, however, be available to the Members of 
the House In other words, a Comrmttee of this 
House cannot have any information which cannot 
be disclosed to the House as a whole The House, 
therefore, has a right to exaimne all the papers and 
records which are made available to any Select 
Committee Similarly, all evidence tendered before 
a Committee should ^so be available to the House 
As a matter of practical convenience, however, 
each Select Committee should decide what relevant 
documents and information, which were available 
to them, should necessarily be made available to ' 
all the Members of the House, so that the discussion 
in the House of the report of the Committee may 
be complete Such documents and information will 
be prmted and made available to the Members of 
the House along with the Report of the Select 
Committee No document or report placed before 
a Select Committee should be pubhshed until it 
has been presented to the House 

When witnesses are summoned by a Select Committee, 
it must be made clear to the witnesses that their 
evidence would be treated as public and is liable 
to be pubhshed, unless the witnesses specifically 
desire that all or any part of the evidence tendered 
by them is to be treated as confidential It must, 
however, be explained to the witnesses that, even 
when evidence is tendered in camera, such evidence 
is liable to be made available to the Legislative 
Assembly 
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The members of a Select Committee are at liberty to 
refer on the floor of the House to all documents 
and information given to- the Committee A ' 
member of a Select Committee cannot, however, 
refer to remarks made by other members of the 
Committee during the course of the discussion in 
the Committee or to any negotiations that took 
place amongst the members in the course of the 
sittings of the Committee 

The Chair hopes that this ruling will make clear the 
procedure of Select Committees” 

And added, when it was pointed that there was no 
machinery to record evidence in Select Committee, that 
the Select Committee should see that reporters were made 
available to take down the evidence — h A Deb , 15 Febru- 
ary, 1934, pp 854-55 and 859, and 15 March, 1934, pp 2251-52 

130 Bills Select Committee Permission of Assembly 

TO BE obtained BEFOREHAND IF MEETING OF A COMMITTEE 

IS DESIRED AT SiMLA 

On the 5th November 1940, the President ruled as to 
the venue of the Select Committee meetings, that whenever 
it was desired under the present circumstances, when 
there was no Assembly House in Simla, that a meetmg of 
any particular Select Committee should be held there, 
consent of the House to that effect should be obtamed 
beforehand — L A Deb , 5 November, 1940, pp 103-04 

131 Bills Select Committee Proceedings Publication 

OF Verbatim or summary Not in order 

On the 6th March, 1940, Mr F E James drew the atten- 
tion of the Chair to reports in newspapers from a certam 
press agency which purported to be proceedmgs of the 
Select Committee on the Excess Profits Tax Bill and asked 
for the direction of the Chair regarding such pubhcation, 
as such proceedmgs were supposed to be confidential ITie 
President promised to consider the matter and gave the 
following ruhng on the 12th March, 1940 

“When the Legislative Assembly appoints a Select Com- 
mittee, it directs the Committee to report its conclu- 
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sions to the House itself and it has been always 
understood that the proceedings of such a Com- 
mittee are entirely confidential, so that what trans- 
pired during the deliberations of the Committee 
cannot be discussed even on the floor of the House 
The press and the public are not admitted to the 
meetings of a Select Committee and it has never 
been doubted that it is a breach of privilege to 
publish the Committee’s report befoie it has been 
presented to the House It is laid down in the 
May’s Parhamentary Practice (page 482) 

■‘Both as a breach of the Commons’ privileges and 
pursuant to the Resolution of the House forbidding 
the publication, no Member, or any other person, 
may publish any portion of the e'vidence taken by, 
or documents presented to Select Committee, which 
have not been reported to the House, and this rule 
extends equally to the report of a Committee before 
it has been presented to the House ’ 

I find, however, that on the 14th April, 1934, Sir Shaii- 
mukham Chetty, in explaming the position, used 
the follo'wing words in one passage of his ruhng 

■‘It IS essential that the press should not give pubhcity 
to detailed reports of the proceedings of a Select 
Committee until that report had been actually 
presented to the House ’ 

It has been hmted that these words may have given 
rise to a misunderstanding and created an impres- 
sion to the effect that while publication of a 
verbatim or detailed report of the proceedings of a 
Select Committee would constitute a violation of 
the prmlege of the House, no such ban is placed 
upon publication of the gist or substance of the 
proceedings of a Select Committee or of some of 
its decisions in anticipation of the presentation of 
its report Such a notion, if entertained by any 
one, IS wholly unfounded Sir Shanmukham 
Chetty’s observations must be taken to have been 
'Confined to what had happened in the particular 
case on which his rulmg was sought and where the 
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offendmg publication was a detailed report of the 
Select Committee concerned The privilege of the 
House covers the entire procee^ngs of a Select 
Committee and it is equally a breach of that privi- 
lege whether the proceedmgs or the report of a 
Select Committee are published verbatim or m 
detail or only a summary or selected portions of its 
proceedings or of its report is published before it 
IS presented to the House It is not permissible to 
a Member of the Select Comnuttee or to any one 
who has access to its proceedings to communicate 
directly or mdirectly to the press any information 
regardmg its proceedmgs including its report or 
any conclusion supposed to have been arrived at 
finally or tentatively before the report has been 
presented to the House It is equally expected 
of the Press to co-operate with the House m this 
matter and to abstain from publishing such infor- 
mation from whatever source it may have been 
received ” — L A. Deb , 6 March. 1940, p 979 and 
12 March, 1940, pp 1183-84 


132 Bills Select Comivottee or Joint Committee House 

COMMITTED TO PRINCIPLE BY REFERENCE TO 

A motion was made to refer a Bill to Select Committee 
to which a Member moved an amendment to refer it to a 
Jomt Committee of both Houses and Members mqumng 
if the principle of the Bdl could be discussed after the 
amendment had been ^sposed of, — 

The President ruled “The Assembly can discuss the 
principle of the Bill on either motion I may 
observe that, whether Sir Bhupendra Nath Mitra’s 
motion, or Mr Wilson’s motion is earned, m either 
case the House will stand committed to the 
prmciple of the measure, once either of these 
motions IS earned, but the two motions now before 
the House leave the prmciple under discussion ” — 
L A Deb , 4 February, 1925, p 745 
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133 Bills Select Comliittee Not open to Select Com- 
mittee TO SAY THAT IT DOES NOT AGREE WITH THE PRINCIPLE 
OF Bill committed to it 

A Member when movmg for re-committal of the Hmdu 
Rehgious and Chantable I^sts Bdl to a new Select Com- 
mittee asked for a ruling as to whether it was open to the 
Select Committee to say m their report ‘the Committee 
cannot accept the mam principle contained m the Bill’ 

The President ruled “The Chair cannot lay it down 
as an mvanable rule that in no case can the Select 
Committee report that the House should not proceed 
with a Bill committed to it Indeed, it is easy to 
conceive of circumstances in v'hich it might be 
necessary for the Committee to make such a report 
But at the same time the Chair is quite clear that 
it IS not open to the Select Committee to say that 
it does not agree with the principle of the Bill ” 

The Chair further pointed out “No one can take av-ay 
the nght of this House to reinse its ovm decision, 
and this motion for recommittal affords am oppor- 
tunity to the House to szy vnether^jt shall revise 
its decision or not — L„A- Deb 19 r ebruar^' 1926 
pp 1541-45 

134 Bills Select Committes Ppopos^ in Bni eased 

ON SPECinc DLTIES WHETHER OPEir TO bELiCT COMMUTES 
TO CHAicGE TO ad valorem b.iSIS 
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aspect Referrmg the Bill to a Select Committee 
does commit the House to the pnnciple, but I 
should not care to say what precisely is the prm- 
ciple of this Bill ” — A Deb , 18 February, 1925, 
p 1196 

135 Bills Select Corimittee Amendment to Consolidat- 
ing Bills AuMissiBiLiTy of 

A motion having been moved to refer to Select Com- 
mittee the Indian Tolls Bill, a Consohdatmg Bill, a Member 
enquired wnether it was open to the Select Committee to 
introduce amendments The President ruled “What I may 
call amendments ancillary to the process of consohdation 
have always been admitted, but substantial amendments 
are ruled out ” — A Deb , 8 March, 1924, p 1324 

136 Bills Select Committee Scope of amendments to 
be moved in Chairman to decide whether amendments 
are in order or not 

During the discussion on the motion to refer the Medical 
Council Bill to Select Committee, the President explamed 
that while it was permissible for Members to ascertain from 
Government what their attitude with regard to a particular 
point would be in the Select Committee, it was for the 
Chairman of the Select Committee to decide, when a 
question arose in the Select Comxmttee, whether particular 
amendments were within the scope of the Bdl or not — 
L A Deb 12 April, 1933, p 3622 

137 Bills Select Committee Signature of Report by 
absent Members 

On the 14th February, 1934, the President laid down the 
followmg procedure as regards authonsation of signature 
by absent members 

“Any Honourable Member of a Select Committee, who 
is not able to sign the Report himself, must, if he 
desires so to sign, authorise either the Secretary 
of the Legislative Assembly Department or the 
Chairman of the Select Committee, — and authorise 
only one of these persons, — ^to sign the report And 
if it IS further the intention of a member of the 
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Select Committee that his signature should be 
appended to any minute of dissent, he must also 
specifically mention m that letter of authority as 
to which minute of dissent he \vishes to sign ” — 
L A Deb , 14 February, 1934, pp 798-99 

138 Bills Select Committee Reports Additional minutes 

OR minutes of dissent should be typed or written in 

INK ON FOOLSCAP PAPER 

A Member having sent his minute of dissent on slip 
block paper written on both sides in pencil the President 
referred to this in the House and remarked “With regard 
to the reports of Select Committees presented to the House, 
the Chair would request Honourable Members to send in 
their additional minutes or minutes of dissent either typed 
or written in ink on foolscap size paper, otherwise the 
minutes will not be taken ” — h A Deb , 10 April, 1934, 
p 3495 

139 Bills Select Committee RepoIit Objection to taking 

Report into consideration within seven days must be 

TAKEN \VHEN MOTION FOR CONSIDERATION IS MOVED AND NOT 

LATER 

On the 22nd April, 1936, after the Commerce Member 
had moved that the Indian Tariff (Amendment) Bill, as 
reported by the Select Committee be taken into consi- 
deration and after some Members had spoken on the motion, 
Sir Muhammad Yakub objected that as the Select Com- 
mittee Report had been presented only the day before, the 
Bill had not been made available to Members for seven 
days as prescribed in Standing Order No 44, neither had 
the President suspended the operation of that Standing 
Ordei to enable it to be so taken 

The President ruled The Chau thinks that the objec- 
tion taken now is too late There have been a 
number of speeches on the motion before the House 
and the Chair ma\ also saj that if objection had 
been taken at earlier stages and if an application 
had been made to the Chair for vaiving the Stand 
ing Orders the Chair would, in the circumstance: 
of the case ha\c been prepared to waive the Stand 
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mg Orders The Chair thinks the objection taken 
now IS too late ” — L A Deb , 22 Apnl, 1936, p 4444 

140 Bills Select Committee Report Scope of discussion 

ON 

A Member referring to the history of a measure on the 
motion to take the Select Committee Report on the Bill mto 
consideration, — 

The President remarked “The history of the measure 
was in order on the motion to refer the Bill to a 
Select Committee The Bill has come back from 
the Select Committee, the House has endorsed the 
principle of it, and the matter now in issue is 
whether the Report of the Select Committee be 
considered, and matters arising out of that All 
this past history may be very interesting, but it is 
entirely irrelevant ” — A Deb , 24 July, 1923, 
p 4960 

141 Bills Select Committee One clause of a Bill can- 
not BE REFERRED TO SELECT COMMITTEE UNLESS THE BiLL 
ITSELF HAS BEEN REFERRED TO SELECT COMMITTEE AND 
COMES BACK TO THE HoUSE STANDING ORDER 44 (1) (b) 
(u) 

During the discussion of the clauses of the Finance Bill 
a Member sought to move an amendment to refer clause 3 
of the Bill to Select Committee, whereupon the President 
ruled 

“That IS out of order, because the House cannot refer 
one clause of a Bill to a Select Committee unless 
' the Bill itself has been referred to a Select Com- 
mittee and comes back here Then, it is possible 
that one clause may be recommitted, but one clause 
of the Bill alone cannot be referred to a Select 
Committee ” — L A Deb , 2 April, 1935, p 3424 

142 Bills Select Committee motion Withdrawn by 
LEAVE of House Motion repeated in the same Session 
Not barred by Standing Order 31 

The motion to refer the Adoption (Registration) Bill to 
a Select Committee was withdrawn with the permission 
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of the House Subsequently, the motion was repeated in 
the same Session An objection was raised that the Mover 
was not in order in moving this motion 

\ 

The President ruled “I hold he is ' The Bill was never 
withdrawn, the motion to refer it to a Select Com- 
mittee was withdrawn, and therefore, the present 
motion does not come under Standing Order 31 
The earlier motion havmg been withdrawn, the 
Assembly gave no decision on the merits of the 
question” — L A Deb, 19 July, 1923, pp 4803-04. 

143 Bills Motion for recommittal to Select Committee 

NOT IN ORDER WHERE IT IS A MERELY DILATORY MOTION 

On .the motion to take into consideration the Select 
Committee Report on the Madras Port Trust Amendment 
Bill, a member moved that the Bill be recommitted to the 
same Select Committee and proceeded to discuss the various 
clauses of the Bill, whereupon the President intervened 
and observed 

“I believe the Honourable Member was a Member of 
the Select Committee I have listened carefully 
to his arguments and his speech and I find that 
so far he is really discussing the clauses of the 
Bill He IS puttmg forward arguments which 
might legitimately have been urged in the Select 
Committee and he himself was there to urge them, 
and I can only presume that they were so urged 
I have been given now a rulmg of Sir Frederick 
Whyte to this effect This was on a similar motion 
for recommittal to the Select Committee 

‘The Honourable Member must see from the Report of 
the Select Committee on the Bill that they consider 
that they have adequately considered it The 
points he is raismg are arguments which he may 
legitimately use for persuading the House to reverse 
the decision, if necessary of the Select Committee, 
and, therefore, it would appear to me to be more 
appropriate on each of the individual clauses which 
will be put at a subsequent stage 
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" I do not think he quite appreciates the ruhng I laid 
down a little while ago regarding a motion for 
recommittal It is the busmess of the Chair to 
protect the House against dilatory motions except 
where such motions are rendered necessary either 
by the manner m which a Select Committee have 
handled the Bill or by unforeseen circumstances 
arising since the Bill emerged from the Select 
Committee, and in my opimon neither of these 
conditions are satisfied ’ 

And, I think, he disallowed the motion I have listened 
to the speech of the Honourable Member so far, 
but neither of these conditions are fulfilled in this 
case I, therefore, disallow the motion, and if the 
Honourable Member has nothmg more to say which 
would justify the recommittal of the Bill to the 
Select Committee, the House will i;esume considera- 
tion of the Bill” — A Deb, 10 November, 1941, 
pp 564—69 

f 

144 Bills Motion to recommit Bill to Select Com- 
mittee Delhi University Amendment Bill Motion 
HELD to be dilatory AND THEREFORE NOT IN ORDER 

On the motion to take the Delhi Umversity Amendment 
Bill, as reported by the Select Committee into consideration, 
Dr Ziauddm Ahmad wanted to move that the Bill be 
recommitted to the same Select Committee The Deputy 
President m the Chair wanted to be satisfied that the 
motion was not a dilatory motion, as, pnma facte, it was, 
and pointed out that the only two grounds on which such 
a motion could be moved were, first, that this course was 
rendered necessary by the manner in which the Select Com- 
mittee had handled the Bill, and secondly, that unfore- 
seen circumstances had emerged after the Select Committee 
Report Dr Ziauddm Ahmad merely said that there were 
certain points which he could not improve by only amend- 
mg certain clauses and that they reqmred thorough con- 
sideration The Deputy President ruled that that was not 
a proper ground for alloiving such a dilatory motion — 
L A Deb , 3 August, 1943, pp 343-44 
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145 Biu^ Select Committees When a MqTiON for refer- 
ence OF A Bill to a Select Committee is made, the 
NAMES OF Members proposed for the Select Committee 

MUST be supplied BEFOREHAND TO THE OFFICE 

When Dr B R Ambedkar moved on 31st March 1943, 
that the War Injuries (Compensation Insurance) Bill be 
refen ed to a Select Committee, it was brought to the notice 
of the President of the Legislative Assembly that the list 
of names of Members of the Select Committee had not 
been supplied beforehand to office, and the President 
observed 

“Before I put the motion, I ought to mention to the 
Assembly that it is the practice of this House that 
names of Members chosen for the Select Com- 
mittees should be supplied beforehand to the office, 
before the Honourable Member moves the motion 
and that practice, I must insist on being conformed 
to by all Honourable Members of the Rouse, 
Members of Government or non-official Members 
of the House L A Deb , 31 March, 1943, pp 1649, 
1651-52 

146 Bills Select Committees Reference to proceedings 

HOW FAR PERMISSIBLE 
<r 

During the discussion on the Select Committee Report 
of the Insurance (Amendment) Bill, Sir Cowasjee Jehangir 
commented on the propriety of members of the Select 
Committee not being present at Committee meetmgs and 
then cnticismg the report m the Assembly itself, where- 
upon objection was t^en that what happened m Select 
Committee, as to who were or were not present, could not 
be discussed on the floor of the House The President 
thereupon observed 

“Any discussion that has taken place m the Select 
Committee surely cannot be criticised here, but 
as to the Members who rmght not have been present, 
the Chair does not see that there is any harm in 
mentioning that fact ” — A Deb , 29 March, 1941, 

D 2161 
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147 Bills Select Committee Members whose names are 
PROPOSED as Members of Select Committee will not 
ORDINARILY CATCH THE SpEAICER’S EyE 

On the 22nd November, 1947, while the motion for refer- 
ence to Select Committee of the Dock Workers (Regulation 
of Employment) Bill was under discussion Mr Speaker 
pointed out that among the members desiring to address 
the House were some whose names had been proposed for 
the Select Committee In his view it would be a good 
convention to set up that those whose names were on the 
Committee should refrain from speaking as it saved time 
and also gave an opportunity of addressing the House to 
others who might make suggestions which would be useful 
to the Committee Such members will not ordinarily catch 
his eye — C A (Leg ) Deb , 22 November, 1947, p 527 

148 Bills Select Committee A Member of a Select 
Committee on a Bill did not sign the Report of the 

C^OMMITTEE NOR AUTHORISED THE CHAIRMAN OR SECRETARY 

OF THE Assembly to sign it on his behalf Admissi- 
bility OF A Minute of Dissent to the Report by such 
A Member 

, When the Report of the Select Committee on the 
Business Profits Tax Bill was presented to the House on 
the 19th March, 1947, Mr Lai, on behaK of the Government, 
raised the point whether the Minute of Dissent sent^in by 
Sardar Mangal Singh who was a Member of the Committee 
but had neither signed the Report nor authorised the Chair- 
man or Secretary of the Assembly to sign it on his behalf ' 
{vide L A Deb 14th February, 1934, pp 798-99 and Ruling 
No 114 in the Decisions of the Chair, 1921 to 1940), was 
admissible under the provisions of Standing Order 41(3) 
After referring to the circumstances under which the 
Report was not signed by Sardar Mangal Singh, the Presi- 
dent observed that the real^ intention of Standing Order 
41(3) was that there should 'not be any occasion for a 
Member to complain that a particular thing appearing in 
his name was not actually sent in by him In the present 
case as the Member had sent in his signed Minute of Dis- 
sent in time and had stated in the accompanying letter 
that he had done so after reading the Report, the President 
held that it must be taken that the member really desired 
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that his name should be mcluded among the signatories to 
the Report, and in the circumstances the absence of an 
express authority for puttmg down his name did not render 
the Minute of Dissent inadmissible The President accord- 
mgly directed the Secretary to include Sardar Mangal 
Singh’s name as a signatory to Report subject to his Minute 
of Dissent— L A Deb, 19 March, 1947, pp 2149—53 

149 Select Committee Competence of a Select Committee 

TO CONSIDER A REVISED BiLL BASED ON THE ORIGINAL BiLL 

PLACED BEFORE THE COMMUThE BY THE GOVERNMENT — 

Case of the Hindu Code 

On the 31st August, 1948, when the Mimster of Law 
moved a motion “That the Bill to amend and codify certain 
branches of the Hindu Law as reported by the Select Com- 
mittee be taken into consideration”, Mr Naziruddm Ahmad 
raised a pomt of order that the motion was incompetent 
on the groimd that what the Select Committee considered 
was not the Bill that was referred to them but a totally new 
draft prepared by the Law Ministry The Speaker suggest- 
mg a postponement of the consideration of the question 
observed 

\ 

“To my mmd, the pertment question would be whether 
the Select Committee has done somethmg which 
IS taking us beyond, the scope of the measure, which 
was intended by the House to be referred to them 
It may make important changes or no changes, it 
may redraft or rearrange particular clauses, but it 
has no authority to go beyond the scope of the 
legislation which it was intended to refer to it for 
consideration and report The question is as to 
what it IS that was intended by the House to refer 
to Select Committee and whether the Select Com- 
mittee has gone beyond the scope of the reference 

“I am not deciding this matter at all I am keepmg 
open the whole thing mcludmg the pomt of order 
because it will be seen that it mvolves large 
questions of fact and I must study all these thing? 
myself, which I have not > et done ’ 

Thereafter (though for a different reason) a motion 
adopted postponing the consideration of the question 
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Subsequently when the Hindu Code was taken up for 
consideration on 17th Februarj% 1949, Pandit Thakur Das 
Bhargava reinforcing Mr Naznuddin Ahmad’s point of 
order on the previous occasion obsen^ed that the proceed- 
ings before the Select Committee was an abuse of the rules 
of the House and that the privilege of the House had been 
violated by, the Select Committee and by the procedure 
of the Law Department, because another Bill was consi- 
aered and not the Bill which was referred to it by the 
House as was, in his opinion, evident from certain remarks 
or observations in the Select Committee report 

Over-ruling the objections raised, the Speaker obse^ed 

“The Point of Order that the Honourable the Law 
Minister’s motion for consideration of the Select 
Committee Report on Hindu Code is incompetent, 
as raised by the honourable member Mr Naziruddin 
and supported by a few other members on 31st 
August 1948, IS based on a narrow limit of facts 
The objection raised is presented as a chain of 
reasoning in the following form 

» 

“What the Select Committee considered was a 
‘substitute’ of the original Bill in the form of 
a ‘revised draft’ Therefore the Select Com- 
mittee did not consider the Bill referred to it, 
but a ‘new document’, and the present report of 
the Select Committee, being a report on a new 
document, there is no Select Committee Report 
on the original Bill The Honourable the Law 
‘ Minister’s motion for consideration of the Bill, 

as it emerged from the Select Committee, is, 
therefore, incompetent” That is the substance 
of the Point of Order I believe I have stated 
the point correctly 

None of the members who raised or supported the 
Point of Order, were members of the Select Com- 
mittee and naturally, therefore, have no personal 
knowledge as to what was considered at the meet- 
mgs of the Select Committee They, therefore, 
relied upon some statements in the report of the 
Select Comrtiittee and inferred that the onginal 
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Bill, as referred to the Select Committee, was not 
taken into consideration by them 

The question thus raised is purely a question of facts, 
namely, whether the Bill referred to the Select 
Committee, meanmg thereby the various substan- 
tive provisions thereof, as distinct from the form 
or sequence in which they were put, were or were 
not considered by the Select Committee, whether 
the Select Committee, did or did not apply their 
rmnd to the substantive provisions of the Bill as 
referred to them 

It IS not disputed that the Select Committee had a 
right to add to or to delete from or to unprove 
upon the provisions of the Bill as referred, pro- 
vided the additions, deletions or improvements, etc 
suggested by the Select Committee are, withm the 
scope of the Bill I need nol, therefore, enter into 
this aspect, as no such question about the Select 
Committee havmg gone beyond the scope of the 
Bdl IS raised before me 

I may now examme, in the light of the written as well 
as oral evidence before me, the statement of facts 
as formulated by the honourable members who 
have raised the Pomt of Order 

I may shortly state the facts as to how the Bill that 
was mtroduced came to be framed As stated m 
the Statement of Objects and Reasons, the Central 
Government, by their Resolution dated the 20th 
January 1944, ‘appointed a Hindu Law Committee 
for the purpose of formulatmg a Code of Hindu 
Law, which should be complete, as far as possible’ 
This was done m pursuance of a ‘growmg pubhc 
opuuon in the country m favour of a consolidated 
and uniform Code deahng with the different topics 
of Hindu Law for all the provinces and for all 
sections of the Hmdu Society’ It was also felt 
that in view of the ‘present conditions and trends 
m Hmdu Society, there is a great need to alter 
the law so as to make it fit the new pattern, to 
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which the Hindu society seems to be rapidly ad- 
justing itself’ 

' When the motion for reference of the Bill to the Select' 
Committee was carried on 9th April 1948, there 
was hardly any time for honourable members to 
express themselves on the substance as well as the 
form and the drafting of the Bill The Ministry 
of Law, having felt that the Bill ‘as drafted by the 
Hindu Law Committee did not conform to the 
canons of a Code’, decided to revise the draft of 
the Bill and to remove those defects, so as to enable 
one to have ‘a full and complete picture of the 
provisions of the Code’ They, therefore, undertook 
the task of re-arranging the parts and divisions of 
the original Bill in consecutive sections and in a 
logical sequence, and also made some further 
suggestions as they thought proper for consideration 
by the Seleqt Committee The Ministry of Law 
Simply placed before the Select Committee a sort 
of a proper form in which the original Bill could 
have been shaped by the Select Committee them- 
selves at their meetings or they could have directed 
the draftsman to carry out the changes 

It may be noted here that, while circulating the Code 
in a revised form, the Ministry of Law supplied 
to the members of the Select Committee an index 
also giving therein, for facility of reference, the 
place of a section in the revised Code with the 
corresponding section in the original Bill, as pre- 
pared by the Hindu Law Committee The Members 
of the Select Committee had thus before them, at 
all times and at every stage, the provisions of the 
Code as contained in the ongina] Bill The Ministry 
of Law further invited the attention of the Mem- 
bers of the Select Committee to changes of 
substance suggested by them in the revised draft 
It was, therefore, clear that at all stages of deli- 
berations by the Select Committee of the provisions 
of the Bill, both the revised and the original were 
before them and the deliberations had proceeded 
on a comparative study of the original provisions 
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and the provisions contamed in the revision as 
suggested hy the Ministry of Law 

Coming to the question of evidence as to the above 
facts, the only member of the Select Committee 
who spoke with reference to the Point of Order 
was, Pandit Balknshna Sharma Pandit Balknshna 
Sharma stated in the House “The Bill which the 
House asked us to consider was always before us ” 
The evidence on record consisting of the mam 
report, as also the dissenting mmute amply support 
this statement The honourable mepibers, who have 
raised this objection, relying upon passages m the 
Select Committee Report or the Dissentmg Mmutes 
seem to._take certain passages out of the context 
and 'By themselves This is what the main report 
_ says ^ 

“We, the undersigned, having considered the Bill” — 
not the revised draft — “have now the honour to 
submit, etc ” 

This IS how they begin the Report 

They speak of having considered the Bill and not the 
revised draft But further they say as follows 

“The Draft Hindu Code, as introduced m the Legis- 
lature did not receive any departmental scrutmy 
prior to its introduction and the Ministry of Law 
have now produced a revised draft, which, m our 
' opinion, IS more satisfactory m several respects 
Tins revised draft does not make any substantial 
changes in the body of the original Bill, but 
within the framework of the ongmal Bill, it has 
recast it so as to be in the form in which Bills 
are usually presented to the Legislature ” 

So it \wll be clear that the Select Committee had 
applied their mind to the original Bill and had 
come to the conclusion that there was revision 
thereof not in substance but in respect of the form 
only 
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They afso mention the reasons why they considered the 
revised draft as better than the onginal one, and 
then they say 

“Consequently we decided to confine our dehberations 
to the revised draft of the Bill ” 

The word “consequently” is important Having seen 
the substantive provisions of the ongmal BiU and 
the revised draft, it was natural and more appro- 
priate to dehberate on the re\nsed draft, which was 
nothing else than the substance of the original Bill 
m an improved form The Select Committee 
further say 

“References are given in the margin to each section 
indicatmg the corresponding section in the 
ongmal Bill ” 

This IS a further cogent proof that, though their 
deliberations were confined to the revised draft for 
finalismg their conclusions, they had before then 
the \aew of each and every clause of the ongmal 
Bill This IS made further very clear m the notes 
on clauses in which the3’’ deal wnth vanous parts 
and clauses of the Bill and state with reference to 
each part or clause the corresponding part or clause 
of the onginal Bill ^ 

The joint minute of dis ent of Dr Bakhshi Tek Chand 
and Pandit Balknshna Sharma says in passmg at 
one place, that what the Select Committee consi- 
dered was, the revised draft and not the onginal 
Bill This has to be interpreted m the light of 
w'hat has been said above The place w'here they 
make a mention of the revised draft being consi- 
dered the point of then contention is that the 
changes suggested by the re\nsed draft w'ere not 
merelj' changes of form, but related to matters of 
substance It ma\ be remembered that, in their 
detailed and the able minute the\ did not make 
an\ point that the original Bill was not considered 
by the Select Committee WTiether the changes 
suggested bj the revised draft are good or other- 
V ISC IS the point thej are making m then minute 
of dissent 
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On the facts, therefore, as disclosed by records I am 
clear that the Select Committee had given full and 
due consideration to the substantive provisions of 
the Bill that was referred to them, and the present 
motion of the Honourable the Law Minister is, 
therefore, competent and in order” — C A (Leg) 
Deb , 31 August 1948, pp 778 — 80 and 17 February 
1949, pp 614—621 

150 Bills Select Committee Select Committee Pro- 
ceedings CANNOT BE PUBLISHED UNLESS FIRST PRESENTED 
IN Parliament 

On the 27th Maich 1950, after the presentation of the 
report of the Select Committee on the Bill to give effect 
to the financial proposals of the Central Government for 
the year beginning on the First day of April 1950, the 
Speaker observed — 

“In this connection, I may state lo the House that my 
attention was invited by the Deputy-Speaker who 
was the Chairman of the Select Committee to a 
publication of the proceedings of the Committee 
or some parts of it in the morning edition of the 
“Statesman” yesterday I vish to in\ite the atten- 
tion of the press to the fact that it is a breach of the 
privilege of the House togne oubhcit^ to proceed- 
ings of its Committees bd'or^e iheir repoiis arc 
presented to the House The Deouty-SDesLer 
requested me to consder t^'c matter and I cm- 
mised him that I vou'a la^c un the mai.,er E-' I- 
the meanwhile I ha\e rcce ’ eu a ’e'tc- o'" u^erri- 
tional apology from the r'o.rs oH cc Arf t-e 
writer says “I referre-a conc'as cr-s re the 

Select Committee cn 3 Jt T 

stood this morning *m:* a rcfcrc'-cc o' i'— * 
was improper I" eg "g a.-g vim?. — 
this error, I 'o onr-'c : o* 
was committee in c'~: “n\ 
be repeated" I n-r c~ '-c * n: t e g ggl 

so that the vsss mn o . r- — — y 

this ma\ n'l* rtc-' ern * -re ' n" 
ance as to "n' _? rrer,- z~z mi ^ 
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not a matter of the privileges of the House” — 
Par Deb , Part II, 27 March, 1950, p 2187 

Joint Committees 

t 

151 Bills Joint Committee Amendment relating <to 

COMPOSITION OF COMMITTEE ON THE COUNCIL OF STATE 

SIDE Out of order 

On the motion to refer the Reserve Bank Bill to a Joint 
Committee, a Member sought to move an amendment that 
the majority of the members allotted to the Council of State 
should be elected members, whereupon — 

The President ruled “Under Rule 42, this House can 
only recommend to the Council of State that a Joint 
Committee be set up, and this House has no power 
to restrict the right of the Council of State to deter- 
mine the composition of that Committee and there- 
fore this amendment is also out of order” — A 
Deb , 13 September, 1933, p 1508 

Third Readmg 

153 Bills Third Reading Scope of discussion on 

Speaking during the third reading of the Bamboo Paper 
Industry Protection Bill, a Member proceeded to go into 
great detail, when — 

The President intervened and ruled “The Honourable 
Member has to speak to- the motion that the Bill 
be passed All these details have been fully 
thrashed out during the discussion which took place 
at earlier stages The Honourable Member must 
now confine himself to supporting or opposing the 
Bill ” — L A Deb , 24 February, 1932, p 1154 

153 Bills Third Reading Scope of Discussion on 

Speaking during the third reading of the Insurance 
Amendment Bill, a Member started a discussion of the same 
question which was raised on a clause of the Bill during 
the second reading The President ruled 

“It IS of course competent to the House to reject a 
Bill even at the third reading and therefore to 
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comment on the Bill as a whole But it is entirely 
different from gomg into details and repeatmg a 
discussion which has already taken place ” — h A 
Deb , 28 February, 1946, p 1691 

154 Debate Right of Member to speak at the third 

READING STAGE OF 

At the third reading stage on the Bill to provide for 
the control of the sale, supply and distribution of. drugs on 
31st March, 1950, Shri Hossain Imam, while admitting that 
it was not usual to make a speech on this occasion, wished 
to draw the attention of the hon Munster to certain lacuna 
in the Bill, which the latter may rectify under rule-making 
powers 

The Speaker remarked 

“But I am afraid it wiR be mtroducing a rather m- 
convenient precedent m this House if I were to 
allow a speech of that type on the Third Readmg 
stage The Hon Member may make his suggestions 
to the hon Mimster, and I am sure the hon 
Minister will give due attention to whatever sug- 
gestions are made ” — ^Par Deb , Part II, 31 March, 
1950, p 2372 

^ BUDGET 

General 

155 Budget Demands for Grants Variation in the order 

IN WHICH THEY APPEAR ON THE ORDER PAPER WHEN CAN 

BE MADE 

On the 13th March, 1925, when the Demands for Grants 
were under discussion the Government agreed to the 
proposed arrangement that if Demand No 28 was not 
reached on that day then it should be taken up first on 
the next day On a pomt of order bemg raised that it was 
the right of the Chair to take the demands m any order it 
thmks proper, the President explamed the position as 
follows 

“On a Government day the Government is m sole 
charge of busmess (Standmg Order 7) It is not 

721 PS 



126 


JSudget, General — contd 

so much for the Chair to decide m what order the 
demands should be taken, as for the Government 
and the opposition between them to decide as a 
matter of convenience how they vnll proceed I 
do not say that the Chair is bound to accept such 
agreement but, as a matter of convemence, if the 
two sides of the House agree that the Demands 
should be taken up in a certain way, the Chair is 
always ready to meet the convenience of the House 
.on that matter " — A Deb , 13 March, 1925, pp 
2271-73 

156 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for Reduc- 
tion Cannot be moved by proyy 

On the 16th March, 1921 Dr Nand Lai wished to move 
a motion for reduction standmg in the name of Rai Bahadur 
J N Majumdar Government askmg for a ruling as to 
whether this could be done, — 

The President ruled “Under the Rules, he is not 
allowed to take over a motion from some one else ” 
— L A Deb , 16 March, 1921, p 1147 

157 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion Not NECEssARrLY motions for censure 

Dunng the discussion on the Demands for Grants, aft^ 
a cut motion regardmg the inadequate representation of 
Muslims in certain Central Services had been debated and 
withdrawn, the President made the foUowmg observations 
about reduction motions 

“The Chair may mention that, so far as these cut 
motions are concerned, they are not pecessardy 
motions for censure The practice has always been 
to raise questions for discussion as regards the 
working of the admimstration by a token cut like 
this Though ordinarily a cut motion is intended 
by way of censure, it need not necessarily be so ” — 

L A Deb , 13 March, 1939, p 1994 

158 Budget General Discussion Scope of 

Dunng the general discussion on the Budget a member 
after speaking on various proposals in the budget proper. 
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proceeded to refer to the political deadlock prevailing m 
the countn thereupon the President reminded Him that 
speeches must ha^e some bearing on the budget and that 
he vould ha%e other opportunities for discussing those 
things — L A Deb 4 March 1941, pp 974-75 

159 Budget DEMA^^)S for Graots Putting dem/Vnds to 
VOTE IK SHORTER FORM AFTER GUJLIADTIKE HAD BEEN 
APPLIED 

After the discussion on the cut motions on Demands 
had been concluded and the guillotine had been applied, 
the President announced 

‘In putting the remaining demands to the vote of the 
House I propose not to repeat the words 'to defray 
the charges which will come in course of payment 
during the %car ending the 31st day of March, 
1944, which occur m each of the 82 Demands In 
this way unnecessary repetition will be avoided and 
much time will be saved Honourable Members 
know’ quite v ell that the votes on these demands 
are required for the financial year ending on the 
31st March 1944 In the proceedings however, each 
question put by me wnll be recorded m its pie^ent 
form that is, including the words which I have 
considered unnecessary’ to read out each time ” — 
L A Deb , 10 March, 1943 p 960 

160 Budget Demands for Grants New Procedure for 
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161 Budget Demands for Grants Putting to vote of 

THE House aul outstanding demands for grants on the 

LAST DAY of THE BUDGET PrOCEDIHIE FOR 

At 5 p M on the 14th March, 1947, which was the last 
day allotted for the voting of the demands for grants m 
respect of the General Budget, the President said that 
(following the procedure in tte case of uncontested clauses 
of a Bill) instead of puttmg each demand before the House 
separately, he proposed to put all the outstandmg demands 
collectively to the House If any particular demand was 
objected to he would put it separately The House having 
agreed to the proposal the President enquired if any demand 
was gomg to be opposed On a Member objectmg tu 
demand No 30 the President put all the outstandmg 
demands with the exception of demand No 30 (which was 
put afterwards separately) to the House in the foUovnng 
form — 

“That the separate sums not exceeding the sums show n 
m the third column of the Order Paper except the 
sum shown against Demand No 30 be granted to 
the Governor-General in Council to defray the 
charges which wnll come in course of payment 
dunng the j'ear endmg the 31st day of March, 1948, 
in respect of correspondmg demands entered in the 
second column thereof” 

The President further directed that each demand should 
be printed separately in the proceedings and the demands 
were printed as usual — L A. Deb, 14 March, 1947, pp 
1958-59 

162 Demands Scope of Finance Ministry scrutinising 

Deauntis of the House 

On the 23rd December, 1949, a Member enquired w'hether 
it would be contrary to Parliamentary Practice if the 
Finance Ministry* w’ere to scrutinise Demands for expendi- 
ture received from the President of the Constituent 
Assembly or the Speaker 

The Speaker said 

‘ I should be inclined to think that when the Speaker 
or the President of the Constituent Assembly sends 
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his proposals, the Finance Ministry may look into 
them and discuss themj but ultimately in regard to 
the desirabihty or necessity of a particular item of 
expenditure the opinion of the Speaker or the 
President will, pre vail ” — C A (Leg) Deb, Part 
II, 23 December, 1949, p 1001 

163 Demands for Grants Procedure for moving De- 
mands WILL BE ASSUMED TO HAVE BEEN MOVED AND BE 
PROPOSED FROM THE ChAIR 

On the 20th December, 1950, when the Demands for 
Supplementary Grants in respect of Railways came up for 
consideration, the Speaker observed that as there was only 
one demand with regard to which there was a cut motion 
he would place that demand before the House, implymg 
thereby that in accordance with the usual practice other 
Demands should be taken as havmg been placed before the 
House 

Pandit Kunzru submitted that the Minister in-charge 
had not placed the Demand formally before the House, and 
that irrespective of the past practice, it would not be right 
for the Speaker to place the Demand before the House 
before it had been formally moved by the Mimster 
concerned 

The Speakei Lheieupou observed 

“I am now followmg the procedure we have been 
following for more than two years there is nothmg . 
new about it It is not a question of the Chair 
movmg it We have been following the practice 
which IS followed m the House of Commons and 
two years back when we changed to this method, 

I made a statement on the floor of the House that 
the demands will be assumed to have been moved 
and they will be proposed from the Chair, so that 
the time of the House may be saved But it is 
perfectly competent for the hon Minister to make 
a statement m the beginning, if the House and if 
he also, so desires If that is the pomt of making 
him move it, then for that purpose he need not 
necessarily move it ” — Par Deb , Part H, 2C Decem- 
ber 1950 Col 2064-65 
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164 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion Reduction motions to be arranged in the Order 

Paper according -to their amounts Token cuts to'be 

ARRANGED IN THE ORDER IN WHICH THEY ARE RECEIVED IN 

THE Office 

During the discussion on the Railway Demands on the 
24th February, 1931, it was pointed out by Mr B Das 
that 

\ 

It has been the practice hitherto, in arranging token 
cuts, to put those first which embrace the whole railway 
management, and then the smaller cuts This time I find 
that it has been arranged in the way as it has been received 
by the Department I only want to point out that this year 
it has not been done m the same way as it has been done in 
past years, whereupon— 

The President remarked “The procedure followed by 
the office is exactly what was followed before 
The point that the Honourable Member has raised 
deals with retrenchment motions, and if he will 
observe the Order Paper, he wiU find that because 
his motion of retrenchment was for Rs 1,15,000 it 
was put above the one for a lakh of rupees As 
regards token cuts, they are arranged in the order 
in which they are received, and it would be ex- 
tremely difficult for the office to follow the proce- 
dure that the Honourable Member suggests It is 
easy to determine the precedence in regard to 
amounts, but it is very difficult to determine the 
relative precedence as regards the subject-matter 
dealt with in a particular token cut ” 

Mr Das submitted that what he meant was a motion 
which dealt with the future constitution of the Railway 
Board and which was more comprehensive than the issues 
raised m some of the other motions 

The President ruled “That will come in due course. 
It can only be dealt with in the order m which 
it appears on Order Paper, and I hold that the 
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Order Paper has been correctly prepared ” — A. 
Deb , 24 February, 1931, p 1173 

165 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion Classification and meaning of Priority* 
Motion for a token cut shotod relate to one specific 

GRIEVANCE ONLY 

On the 1st March, 1932, when the second stage of the 
Railway Budget was taken up, the President explained 
the position with regard to reduction motions as under 

“Before taking up the Demands for Grants, the Chair 
wishes to invite the attention of Honourable Mem- 
bers to the large number of cut motions of which 
notice has been given Honourable Members are 
no doubt aware that cut motions are usually 
divided into three categories One is to reduce 
the amount of the Demand to a nominal figure of 
one rupee or less Such motions are intended to 
refuse supplies for redress of gnevances, and no 
motions of cuts of that character can be entertained 
except for that purpose There are two ways of 
dealing with refusal of supplies with legard to each 
Demand One is to oppose the whole grant and 
reject it, the other is to move a motion of reducing 
the Demand to a nominal figure Motions foi 
practical elimination of the whole grant cannot be 
moved for the purpose of drawing attention to any 
specific gnevance Attempts appear to have been 
made to get priority of discussion bj"^ moving for 
whole cuts and in one case. Honourable Members 
will observe, the cut motion proposes to reduce the 
amount of Demand to one pie It is obwous that 
no Honourable Member wishing to give notice of a 
cut motion could have possibly gone belov that 
figure This, it appears to the Chair, is not the right 
method of getting priority, and the Chair does not 
pioposc to allow cut motions for ventilating specific 
gne\ances in this form All motions for practical 
elimination of the vhole Demand vill be enter- 
tained on the onl> ground that the Honourable 
Member vishes to refuse supplies because he does , -- 
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not approve of the whole policy underlying that 
Demand In no other case such cut motions will 
be allowed 


The second form of cut motions is for the purposes of 
economy or effecting retrenchment If any Hon- 
ourable Member feels that the amount of Demand 
asked for by Government is excessive, he is entitled 
to move that that amount be reduced by any sum 
he may decide to fix with a view to effecting 
economy While discussing such motions, it would 
be relevant to discuss only how that economy can 
be effected Here again an attempt to get priority 
by proposing a large cut to ventilate a specific 
grievance will not be allowed 


The third form is to move a cut motion for a nominal 
figure m order to ventilate a specific grievance 
Honourable Memoers are entitled to fix that nomi- 
nal or token cut at such figure as they like, but 
having regard to the. ruling whi^ch I have given 
today, and in order to facilitate the arrangement 
of priority •for such motions it would be desirable 
if Honourable Members adopted a uniform figure of 
cut, say Rs 100 In that case they would be able 
to ventilate a specific grievance The Chair has 
noticed that in some cases Honourable Members 
have given notice of a cut motion trying to ventilate 
^ more than one grievance In such cases it would 
be difficult for Honourable Members to exerase 
their right of vote The Chair therefore desires 
that Honourable Members, in giving notice of cut 
motions, will restrict themselves to one specific 
grievance There is no lirmt to the number of cut 
motions which an Honourable Member may wish 
to move for the purpose of ventilating specific 
grievances on the floor of the House That bemg 
so, he should restrict himself to one grievance in 
each cut motion so that the House may be able to 
discuss and vote upon that one issue I trust I have 
made the position quite clear in regard not only 
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to the Railway Budget but also m regard to the 
General Budget” 

Consequently two motions, which reduced the whole 
grant to one pie, were disallowed as the movers wished to 
ventilate particular grievances and not to refuse supplies 

Shortly after, another Member rose to move a cut of 
Rs 50,000 m the Railway Boaid Grant fox a specific pur- 
pose, when — 

The President pointed out that that motion _would be 
in order “If the speech which he makes m support 
will be for the purpose of effecting economy to 
the extent of Rs 50,000”, but not with the object 
of moving a vote of censure, and that there was 
ample opportumty of dealmg with censure motions 
on the numerous token cuts which appear on the 
order paper — A Deb , 1 March, 1932, pp 1321-23 
and 1330-31 

166 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion Non-voted items Governor General, the 

DECIDING AUTHORITY AS TO WHAT ARE NON-VOTED ITEMS 

On a Member raising ^a point of order that a certain 
item of expenditure shown as non-voted should really come 
imder voted, the President remarked that the point of 
order was one which could not be settled by the Chair 
If there was a point really in doubt the decision rested 
with the Governor General and with nobody else — h A. 
Deb , 13 March, 1923, pp 3341-43 

167 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion Omnibus motions for Out of order 

During the discussion on the Dememds for Grants, 
Dr H S Gout moved that all demands be reduced by ten 
per cent and Government asking for a ruling as to whether 
such a motion was in order, — 

The President ruled “A motion of this kind cannot be 
put from the Chair The only motions which can 
be put from the Chair are those which refer to each 
individual grant * * * motion as it stands 
IS not m order A general motion cannot be taken 
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under an individual demand for grant L A Deb ^ 
14 March, 1922, pp 3047-48 

168 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for omission 

OF WHOLE GRANT NOT IN ORDER 

On the 9th March, 1927, on the second stage of the 
Budget the President ruled that no motion for omission of 
a whole grant, either In the Railway or Generi Budget, 
was admissible — L A Deb , 9 March, 1927, pp 1913-14 

* 

169 Budget Dezviands. for Grants Motions to omtt 

grants Out of order 

Mr Chaman Lall proposed a cut of the entire votable 
amount under “Army Department”, when objection was 
taken that this was not in order 

« 

The President upheld the objection and upon the Mover 
contending that the whole grant was larger than 
the portion he was seeking to reduce, the President 
pointed out “Yes, if votable and non-votable parts 
are taken together, but no Demand has been made 
' for the non-votable part ” — A Deb , 14 March 

1927, pp 2202-03 

170 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion Test of relevancy of discussion 

Dunng the discussion on a reduction motion under the 
“Department of Industries and Labour”, a Member referred 
to the question of labour disputes in Bombay and objection 
being taken, that the settlement of labour disputes was a 
provincial subject, — 

The President observed "It is not always easy, as the 
Honourable Member knows, to say what is in order 
and what is not A very good test is whether the 
Honourable Member to whom a question is put is 
in possession of the information and can answer it, 
and secondly, whether admmistrative action on his 
part could settle the trouble to which reference is 
made L A Deb , 14 March, 1924, p 1769 
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171 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion Scope of discussion 

A Member proceeding to discuss the salt tax under a 
motion to omit the demand under the head ‘Salt’, — 

The President ruled that he could not do so, and said 
“The Honourable Member is not in order in dis- 
cussing the salt tax By refusing this demand he is 
putting m a stopper upon all operations If he 
wants to refer to the salt t^x he can do so under 
the Finance Bill when that comes on This relates 
-to the administration and has nothmg whatever 
to do -with^the levy of taxation” — A Deb”, 10 
March, 1924, p 1424 

172 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion Scope of discussion 

On a motion to reduce the Demand imder “Emigration. 
— Internal”, Mr N M Joshi proceeded to discuss the rele- 
vant legislation 

The President ruled that the discussion should be 
confined to the manner in which the law was 
administered 

Mr Joshi, however, still pursumg the point that certain 
legislation ought to be repealed, — 

The President remarked ‘T pomted out to the Honour- 
able Member that the amendment or repeal of 
existing laws is not within the scope of Budget 
debates The scope of these debates is hmited to 
the administration of the existing law by the 
Departments of the Government of India ” — A 
Deb , 15 March, 1924, p 1857 

173 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion Scope of discussion 

r 

On a motion for reduction under the head “Workmg 
Expenses Admmistration”, a Member proceeded to discuss 
general railway policy 
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When the President intervened and observed “I would 
be failing in my duty if I were not to point out to 
the Honourable Member that he ought to make a 
distinction between the general discussion on the 
Railway Budget and the particular cut which we 
are now discussing It is not right that the discus- 
sion on a particular cut should be turned into a 
general discussion of policy If the Honourable 
Member is supporting the cut of 2 crores proposed 
by Mr Prakasam, he must come to particulars and 
not go on generalising” — L A Deb, 26 February, 
1927, p 1401 

174 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion Scope of discussion 

Before taking up reduction motions on the 9th March, 
1934, the President pomted out that the scope of debates 
under cut motions was limited to the administration of the 
existing law by the Departments of the Government of 
India — L A Deb , 9 March, 1934, pp 1915-17 and 1949 

175 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion Scope of discussion 

On the 22nd February, 1935, the Picsident after review- 
ing previous rulings and practice ruled that on motions for 
reduction of a particular grant it is only questions of 
administration that could be discussed — L A Deb , 22 Feb- 
ruary, 1935, pp 1227-36 

176 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion No right of reply to Movers of 

After the Government Member had replied to a reduc- 
tion motion to a demand under the Railway Budget, the 
Movfer got up to reply when the President mtervened and 
said that he had no right of reply Mr Abdul Matin 
Chaudhury pointed out that a nght of reply had been given 
before, but the President observed 

“That IS not the general practice ” — B A Deb, 27 
Februaiy, 1936, pp 1747-48 
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J77 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion Some Government Member to take part in 

DEBATE at AN EARLY STAGE ADVISABILITY OF SUCH COURSE 

During the discussion on the Ltst of Demands in the 
Railway Budget, Mr Satyamurti pointed out that it caused 
great inconvenience to non-official Members when the 
Government Member gave his reply at the end of a debate 
on a cut motion inasmuch as with his speech the debate 
ended and the House was called upon to record its verdict 
on the motion thereby depriving the Opposition of an 
opportunity to rebut the statements made by the Govern- 
ment The President observed 
* » 

“The Chair will certainly point out to the Treasury 
Benches that it is advisable that, at an earlier stage 
of the debate, some of their Members should take 
.part in the debate so that the other side might know 
where they stand and what the view of the Govern- 
ment is ” — h A Deb , 25 February, 1937, p 1079 

178 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for Reduc- 
tion Cannot be moved if there is no time for proper 
DISCUSSION OR DIVISION 

A member wanted to move a reduction motion \vithm a 
few minutes of the expiry of the time allotted to his party, 
when the President pointed out that only four minutes 
were left of the time allotted and that there could be no 
division or discussion on it within that period and there- 
fore disallowed the motion — A Deb , 25 February, 1942, 
pp 512-13 

179 Budget Demands for Grants Motions for Reduc- 
tion Cannot be moved to discuss action of Chair in 

ANY MATTER 

A Member gave notice of a reduction motion to discuss 
the “curtailment of the privileges of members — ^Procedure 
regarding questions and right of reply to the mover of an 
amendment”, the President ruling it out of order, observed 

“So far as thid" matter is concerned, the President acts 
accordmg to the Rules and Standing Orders If 
there is anything wrong in the Standing Order, then 
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there is a special procedure provided for amending 
the Standing Order So far as the way in which the 
Chair discharges its duty is concerned, it, cannot be 
the subject of a cut motion like this That question 
has to be raised by a substantive motion This is a 
well-known Parliamentary practice and it has been 
enunciated in this- House more than once” 

The member explained that he wished to express, with the 
permission of the Chair, the defects in the working of those 
arrangements,* whereupon the President remarked 

“That, the Honourable Member can raise only by a 
substantive motion The Honourable Member can- 
, not discuss the way in which the Chair exercises 
its duties either as the President of the Assembly 
Department or in the House except by a substantive 
motion That is well established if the Honourable 
Member will look up the rulings” — A Deb, 6 
March, 1942, p 777. 

180 Cut Motions Permissibility of raising In respect 

OF THE HbUSE OR THE ARRANGEMENTS TO BE MADE BY THE 

House 

On the 23rd December, 1949, a Member sought to move 
a Cut Motion to a Supplementary Demand in respect of the 
•Constituent Assembly 

The Speaker remarked 

“As regards the Cut Motion which the Honourable 
Member sought to move, he ought to know thbt 
, under the Parh'amentary practice, it is not permis- 
sible to have any motion of that type in respect of 
the House or the arrangements to be made by the 
House 

“The Honourable Member will remember one further 
distinction so far as this Demand is concerned 
This particular Demand relates to what has been 
done under the supervision or orders of the Hon- 
ourable President of the Constituent Assembly 
Therefore, under Parliamentary practice, any dis- 
cussion of that type will not be open here, ought 
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not to be open here But as the demand is made, 
the only thmg that can be done is that information 
as to details, so far as can be available '■with the 
i Honourable the Fmance Mmister will be given to 

Members I do not propose to allow any further 
discussion or any further comments on this 

“The usual course followed is that the Members can 
see the Honourable the President of the Consti- 
tuent Assembly and discuss with him and get from 
him such further information as they want That 
is the practice so far as the Budget of this House 
also IS concerned No cut motions can be moved ” 
— C A (Leg ) Deb , Part II, 23 December, 1949, 
pp 997-98 

181 Cut ]V(otion Debate on supplementary and Exrass 

GRANTS 'restriction OF DEBATES TO PARTICULARS CON- 
TAINED IN THE ESTIMATES 

On the 27th March, 1950, when Shn R Velayudhan was 
speakmg on his cut motion, on retrenchment pohcy followed 
in regard to Scheduled Castes in the Home Mmistry for the 
last half year, the Speaker observed that he could not 
discuss the general policy on these Demands for additional 
Grants 

At this stage Dr Deshmukh raised a pomt of order and 
stated that it w^ quite in order for the House to decide 
that a sum of Rs 100 might be cut out of this Demand bn 
the ground that retrenchment in respect of the Scheduled 
Castes had not been properly earned out, and therefore, he 
did not think it was correct to pin the hon Member down 
to specific items of expenditure and that retrenchment was 
a thing for which there can be no provision m any demand 

The Speaker ruled In this case, it is the question 
of retrenchment of personnel that has been raised Now, 
the hon the Home Mmister, or any Minister for the matter 
of fact, need not seek the approval of the 'House for any 
reduction in expenditure He has come asking for more 
funds A cut motion could prima facie be moved on the 
assumption that there may have been, notwithstandmg 
retrenchment on the one hand, need for an additional sum 
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for some other additional staff When I allowed him (Shri 
Velayudhian) to spe^k on the point mentioned in the cut 
motion, in the beginning, I expected that he would speak 
on the particular point he had mentioned in it But I found 
that he was trying to discuss the general policy with regard 
to the Members of the Scheduled Castes Now the scope 
about discussion in the Supplementary Demands is laid 
down in the DecisiOTis frorrn the Chair I remember I have 
also referred to this many times before 

“The debate on supplementary and excess grants is- 
restricted to the particulars contained in the esti- 
mates on which those grants are sought and to the 
application of the items which compose those grants, 
and the debate c&nnot touch the policy or the 
expenditure sanctioned, on other heads, by the 
estimate on yhich the original grant was obtained, 
«xcept so far as such a policy or expenditure is 
brought before the Committee by the items con- 
tained in the supplementary or excess estimates ” 

If I were to permit discussion again by the far-fetched 
argument which the hon Member has urged, this will again 
be a general discussion on the Administration We are not 
concerned here with that now, and that is the reason why 
I cannot uphold the point of order raised by the hon 
Member nor can I permit a discussion beyond the scope of 
the items — Par Deb , Part 11, 27 March, 1950, pp 2194- 
96 


Excess Grants 

182 Budget Excess Grant Resubmission of demand 

REJECTED IN A PREVIOUS SESSION IN ORDER 

On the 12th September, 1939, the Finance Member moved 
a demand for an excess grant in respect of Ajmer-Merwara, 
which had been negatived in a previous Session Objection 
was taken that the demand having been rejected once should 
not be brought up again, but it was pointed out that Stand- 
ing Order 31 debarred only the bringing forward of such a 
motion during the same Session The President having 
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considered the mattei held the motion in order and 
obseived 

“The House \vili remember that the Chair promised to 
give a rulmg on the question whether the motion 
for an excess grant relating to Ajmer-Meiwara, 
which is down on the agenda paper for today, was 
in order As the Chair was not aware of any case 
m which a motion for an excess grant, having been 
once negatived, an identical motion was entertamed 
at a later Session, the Chair wanted to consider 
what IS the proper procedure to be followed m 
such circumstances Standing Order 31 prohibits 
a motion which raises a question substantially 
identical with the one on which the Assembly has 
given a decision in the same Session and, therefore, 
implidly peimits such a motion if made in a 
subsequent Session The geneial practice with 
leference to motions relating to Bills and other 
matters has alwavs thus been based on the principle 
that the House is free to enteitain any motion which 
has not been expressly pionibited by any Rule or 
Standing Oidei The motion is in order ” — L A 
Deb , 12 September, 1939, pp 505-06, and 19 Septem- 
ber, 1939, p 684 

Supplementary Grants 

183 Budget Supplementary Demands Demand for money 

ALREADY SPENT IN EXCESS OF VOTED GRANT SHOULD NOT 
BE NLADE BY WAY OF BUT IN THE FORM OF AN EXCESS 
GRANT 

On a motion foi a supplementary demand under Rail- 
vays (Appropriation from Depreciation Fund) the President 
pointed out that for monies already spent motions in that 
form should not be made 

Sir George Rainy explained that that had been the usual 
practice and that the greater pait of the supplementary 
demand asked for had alieady been incurred 

The President thereupon observed “I thmk the Hon- 
ourable Member vnll agree with me when I say 
that if money has been spent already in excess of 


722 PS 
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the giant voted by this Assembly, the Government 
can only come by way of a motion foi excess grant 
Tliat IS, as I understand, the right Parliamentary 
pioceduie However, as the Honourable Member 
points out that this practice has been in vogue for 
the last few years, I do not wish to raise any objec- 
tion at this stage, but will see that the procedure is 
regular ised m future L A Deb , 16 March, 1929, 
pp 1989-90 

184 Budget Supplementary Demands Full details should 
BE supplied to THE Standing Finance Committee 

Duiing the discussion on a supplementai'y demand, a 
Membei i efen ed to the details making up the demand, and 
to the absence of piopei explanation under the various 
heads, ivhereupon the President lemarked that ‘all these 
matters of detail ought to be supplied to the Standing 
Finance Committee in the first instance”, and added 

“Before putting the question to the House, the Chair 
would point out that whenever a supplementary 
demand of this extent is made, it is but fair and, 
indeed, necessary that proper explanations should 
be given why this expenditure in excess of the 
original demand is incurred It is not possible for 
this House to examine the details of expenditure, 
but it IS the function of the Standing Finance Com- 
mittee of this House to examine the details, and 
the Chair does think that m every case like this, 
full details ought to be supplied to the Standing 
Finance Committee ” — L A Deb , 25 March, 1939, 
pp 2779-81 , 

185 Budget Supplementary Demands (1) For transfer 
PROM revenue to A SUSPENSE ACCOUNT (FUND FOR THE 
development of Broadcasting) Held in order (2) 
Recommendation of Governor General need not be 
separately communicated to Legislative Assembly if 
already communicated to Finance Department ( 3 ) 
“New Service” explained 

On a supplementarv demand for the Bioadcasting 
Development Fund, Mr Satyamurti laised a number of 
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points of order, first that no recommendation of the 
Governor General foi the appi opnation of the money had 
been communicated to the Assembly, secondly, that the 
demand was not properly a “demand” as it was not for 
the current ^eai, and the expenditure was not to be coli- 
fined to the current yeai, thirdly, that it was not in order 
to create a new demand as Broadcastmg had already been 
incluaed in an existing Demand, and lastly, that it was not 
a Supplementaiy Demand within the meaning of Rule 
50(1) (i), smce there had been no original grant and there 
could therefore be no Supplementary Demand It was 
contended on behalf of Government that as the expenditure 
wmuld appear in the revenue accounts of the year, the vote 
of the Assembly was lequired to the creation of the Fund, 
which was analogous to the Road Development Fund, that 
It amounted to a new ser\ice practically, though there was 
an item “Broadcasting’ m an existmg Demand, that it was 
put under a new' Demand so as to' give greater control to 
the Legislature and that details and particulars W'ould be 
placed before the Standing Committee for approval m due 
course As regards the recommendation by the Governor 
General, the recommendation was with the Finance Depart- 
ment and the blue book of Demands was a sufficient com- 
municatic/n Aftei allow ing discussion on the pomts raised, 
the President gave his ruling as follows 


“The first question is that there has not been compliance 
of section 67A clauses (D and (2), .because there 
has been no communication made bj the Governor 
General to the Assembly recommending this appro- 
priation As regal ds that, the Chau does not find 
anythmg in the law' or Rules or Standing Orders 
saying that a recommendation of the Governor 
General for a certain appropriation of revenues 
must be made to the Assembly tlirough the Chair 
and the Chair is informed that the recommendation 
has alread}' been received bj the Finance Depart- 
ment That m the Chairs opinion sufficiently 
complies with the requirements of <-he Rules and 
Standing Orders and the practice has all along 
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been in all Legislatures that the recommendation 
IS communicated to the Department concerned 


The second point is that, as a matter of fact, this is 
not a demand within the meaning of Rulfe 50, 
because there is no question of expenditure of this 
amount during the current year But, as has been 
very clearly explained, this demand is for the 
treinsfer of a fund to a suspense account fiom the 
revenue, and the Chair is not prepaied to hold that 
a demand like that does not come within the 
purview of the Rules Then, it has been said that 
a new demand has been created as 69-A In fact 
the original demand for giant vas undei 69 vnth 
respect to Broadcasting, and broadcasting has 
aheady been included in the demand, and theie is 
no authont} for this ne\\ demand The Chaii leally 
fails to undeistand the point of th c objection The 
real objection of substance if val d " ould be that 
sufficient particulais have not been given to enable 
the House to deal with this demand on its merits 
But the explanation for that is that vhat has been 
proposed by the Government and what has been 
placed before the House for its acceptance is that 
a certain amount should be transferred from the 
revenues in order to fomn a fund for the purpose 
of meeting the expenditure for development of 
Broadcasting in the future The Chair is informed 
that precedents exist for such transfers and this 
demand is now being made for such a transfer 
following those precedents In matters of this 
natuie regarding the piocedure and practice of the 
House the Chair is not prepared to hold that there 
IS an\ illegalitv in making a demand for such a 
tiansfcr It ma\ oi may not be desirable that such 
a transfer should be made That is another matter, 
but having regard to the established practice, the 
Chair cannot hold that the transfer sought to be 
proposed for which the sanction of the House is 
asl ed IS illegal ’’ 
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As regards the point that it was not a new service, the 

President ruled that 

« 

“It IS a new service in the sense that there is a fresh 
programme which is not contemplated in the 
onginal demand ’ — h A Deb , 30 March, 1935, pp. 
3188-98 

186 Budget Supplementary Demands (1) Difference 
BETWEEN — AND ExCESS GRANTS (2) ScOPE OF DISCUSSION 
(3) Questions of police can be raised with respect to 
New Services 

During the discussion on a Supplemenlaiy Demand for 
grant the point vas raised as to the difference between 
a supplementary grant and an excess grant, and the scope of 
discussion on both The President allowed discussion to 
elucidate the position and while maintaining the ruling that 
questions of policy could not be raised or discussed on 
either supplementary or excess grants, explained the posi- 
fion as follows 

“May’s Parliamentary Practice, page 536, says 

‘Debate on Supplementary and Excess Grants is res- 
tncted to the particulars contained in the estimates 
on which those grants aie sought, and to the appli- 
cation of the items which compose those grants, and 
the debate cannot touch the policv or the expendi- 
ture sanctioned, on other heads bv the estimate 
on which the original grant was obtained except 
so far as such policy or expenditure is brought 
before the Committee by the items contained in 
the supplementarj' or excess estimates ’ 

As regards the ruling which the Chan gave, the Chair 
mshes to make it peifectly clear that as regards 
the demands that refei to schemes which have 
already been sanctioned by this House, there c.m 
be no question at all of discussing any question 
of principle or policy But as regards demands 
which come up with lespect to a new service and 
foi which previously no sanction has been obtained 
of this House, no doubt that rule has to be relaxed 
to a great extent, but the question of policy must 
be confined witlnn the item on which the vote of 
the House is sought ” — L A Deb , 27 March, 1935, 
pp 2859-70 
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187 Budget SuppLfeMENTARy Grants Scope of discussion 

TO BE CONFINED TO OBJECT OF DEMAND AND NO GENERAL 
GRIEVANCE CAN BE VENTILATED. 

Duiing the course of the debate on the Supplementary 
Grant relating to ‘Indian Posts and Telegraphs Depart- 
ment’, Mr Lalchand Navalrai raised certain points which 
were not covered by the demand when the President ruled 


“You cannot ventilate any geneial grievance on a sup- 
plemental y giant The Honourable Member can 
only say wnethei this demand is necessary or not ” 
— L A Deb , 28 March, 1944, p 1635 

188 Budget Supplementary Demands Guillotine applied 

BY AGREEMENT 

On 19th March 1946, when the Finance Bill was taken 
up for consideration, the President announced that all 
sections of the House had arrived at a geneial agreement 
on the question of the time table for the Fmance Bill 
and the Supplementary Grants, Railways as well as General, 
that all stages of the Finance Bill would be completed hy 
5 pm on 28th Maich 1946, when all questions then out- 
standing m regard to the Finance Bill would be put to the 
vote of the Assembly without any further discussion on any 
question The President further announced that the Rail- 
ways and General Supplementary Demands would be taken 
up on the 29th Maich and similarly completed by 5 p M on 
30th March, when all outstanding Supplementary Demands 
would be disposed of 

In pursuance of the above decision, on 30th March 1946 
at 5 P M when the Deputy President who was in the Chair 
proceeded to dispose of all the outstanding Supplementary 
Demands by applying the guillotine, an Honourable Member 
said that some of the Demands were not moved by the 
Finance Member The Deputy President pointed out that 
when the guillotine is applied, it is not necessary for the 
Finance Member to move the demands All the outstanding 
questions are put forthwith 
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Nawabzada Liaquat Ah Khan, intervening, wanted to 
be cleai that in the case of supplementary demands the 
guillotine could be applied because in the Standing Orders 
there was no mention of it 

The Deputy Piesident then remarked 

“Usually it cannot be done and the Honouiable Member 
IS perfectly light But by agreement it can be done 
and it vas done by agreement When the House 
agreed to do this this pioceduie was adopted” — L 
A Deb , 19 March, 1946 p 2570 and 30 March, 1946, 
p 3252 

189 Budget SuppLEMENT^RT Demands Scope of 

Discussion 

On the 31st March, 1948, before the Supplementary 
Demands foi giants and cut motions Ihereundei weie taken 
up for discussion, the Speaker explained the position as 
follows 

“I find from the nature of the cut motions and the 
subjects mentioned thart there is piobably a mis- 
apprehension -on the pait of Honourable Members 
as regards the exact scope of discussion when the 
supplementary grants come in for the vote of the 
House I should theiefoie like to make the position 
clear by referring to what has been the practice of 
this House as stated by my predecessors 

It is perfectly clear that as regaids the (Supplementary) 
demands that refer to schemes which have already 
been sanctioned by this House, there can be no 
question at all of discussing any question of princi- 
ple or policy, but as regards demands which come 
up with respect to a new service and for which 
previously no sanction has been obtained of this 
House, no doubt that rule has to be relaxed to a 
great extent but the question of policy must oe 
confined within the item on which the vote of the 
House IS sought ” 
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Then Seth Govmd Das asked 

“Besides cut motions, if a demand is put to vote will 
it not be open to Members to make then lemarks 
generally on those demands'^” 

Mr Speaker said 

“There is no difference, as fai as the scope is concerned, 
as between the supplementary demand itself and 
a particular cut motion except this that the cut 
' motion will have a still further restricted scopp 
But the real point is that these are supplementary 
demands, and in case of the original demands, for 
whatever objects they were made, the principle as 
well as the policy of those demands had been dis- 
cussed thoroughly by this House at the time of the 
Budget, when the Budget was sanctioned in respect 
of those demands as also again at the time of the 
Finance Bill Any further discussion over the 
whole demand either in respect of the policy pur- 
sued or of t^s principles, w’ll be nothing but a 
repetition of the same debate over and over again 
It is therefoie tliat the scope of the discussion Will 
be only lestricted to such new things or new items 
as had not come for discussion before the House 
when the Budget was voted upon That is the 
principle on which the scope of discussion is res- 
tricted I will just take an example — I am doing 
this just to clarify the position to illustrate each 
cut motion will have to be looked into on its own 
meiils but lake for example demand No 37 Now 
the cut motion leads 

‘That the demands lor a supplemental y grant of a sum 
not exceeding Rs 24 000 in respect of Ports and 
Pilotage be i educed by Rs 100 

Now 1 find that this expenditure is m repaid to e cess 
which is mainly due to largei cost of icpairs and 
1 , to more Biitish officers having proceeded on leave 

hen preparalou to retirement than anticipated Thorc- 

Pinance -v, fofe. the policy of having Polls and Pilotage can- 
qucstions arfpt come undci discussion in this The onlj 
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question will be the cost of repairs, aU that could 
be discussed is very probably — if at all there is any 
scope for discussion — that the repairs were un- 
necessary or over-costly It will be a very difficult 
subject to discuss, it is of minor importance That 
illustrates the scope of discussion Honourable 
Members will kmdlv remember the scope and then 
address themselves ” 

Again Seth Govind Das asked 

“Suppose certain things had happened since certain 
demands vere put to the House at the time of the 
Budget for instance the demand foi Ministry of 
States Suppose certain things have happened in 
Hyderabad since that demand was voted upon Will 
remaiks on this question be allowed to be made 
when the demand is put to vote’” 

The Speaker observed 

“The Honourable Member has given an instance but 
at present the question is a hypothetical one If 
it comes before me I will ceitainly dispose of it 
in the light of what I have stated Taking the 
instance of Hyderabad which the Honourable 
Member has cited, it will come under Demand No 
27 There, the Honourable Member will see that, 
the excess is due to payment of arrears of pay and 
dearness allowance and tour charges of officers 
Therefore it is not open to him to discuss Hyderabad 
whatever may have happened there It wijl be 
again discussing the whole policy of the Statex> 
Ministry with lefeience to what it did m respect of 
this or that State or States generally ” — C A (Leg ) 
Deb , 31 March 1948, pp 2841-42 

BUSINESS 

190 Business Statement of Should not be debated at 

LENGTH 

Towards the close of business on the 8th September, 
1927, the Leader of the House made a statement of busmess 
for the next week in the course of which he referred to 
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the fact that no time had been allotted for the Reserve 
Bank Bill Some discussion then took place on the state- 
ment with reference to that Bill and as Mr S Srinivasa 
Iyengar was proceeding at length to speak on it,— 

The President intervened and said “It is not the 
practice of this House to subject statements made 
by Government Members to any lengthy debate 
Honourable Members are entitled to put questions 
with a view to elucidate these statements I have 
allowed the Honouiable.Member, under the special 
circumstances of this case, to make a brief state- 
ment, by way of protest and resentment on behalf 
of non-official Members at the attitude of Gov- 
ernment, but I hope Honourable Members will not 
go furthei and use this occasion for a lengthy debate 
on the statement” — A Deb, 8 Septembei, 1927, 
pp 4179—81 

191 Business Non-official Ballot unnecessary for 

NON-OFFICIAL BUSINESS ALLOWED BY GOVERNMENT ON 
OFFICIAL DAYS 

On the 10 .September, 1921, Rai Bahadur Bakshi Sohan 
Lai raised the point as to whether the President in allowing 
non-official business on an official day could do so without 
determining its precedence by ballot 

The President ruled “The Honourable Member has 
■v no doubt found what is technically a flaw in the 
rule, but to-day, as he is aware, is a day devoted 
to official busmess Government has waived its 
right to put down official business for transaction 
at this sitting and has met v'hat was a widespread 
demand on the part of the Assembly for an 
additional day for the transaction of non-official 
business The rulmg, which I propose to give 
provisionally in reply to the Honourable Member, 

IS that for days set apart by His Excellency the 
Governor General for the tiansaction of non-official 
busmess the ballot provided by the Standing 
Orders is necessary to establish the precedence of 
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that business, whether the business be Resolutions 
or Bills, but that a ballot is not necessary in cases 
where Government having taken a sittmg as an 
official day, waives its nght to put down official 
busmess and substitutes the busmeSs of non-official 
Members In that event, the Government may 
exercise its own discretion m takmg what non- 
official business it chooses ” — A Deb , 10 Sep- 
tember, 1921, p 220 

192 Business President s authority to fix meetings 

FROM DAY to DAY — INTERPRETATION OF STANDING ORDER 

3(3) 

On Friday, 22nd February 1946, Mr Asaf All sought to 
move an adjournment motion re strike at Bombay and 
Karachi by R I N ratings The President admitted the 
motion, but with a view to enable the Government to get 
fuller mformation on the subject-matter of the motion, 
set down the same for discussion on Monday, the 25th 
February 

Late in the afternoon of the same day (Friday, 22nd 
February) the Leader of the Opposition brought to the 
notice of the Chair that the strike situation was gradually 
worsening and he uiged that the adjournment motion should 
be discussed the following day (Saturday, the 23rd) and 
that the discussion would not brook delay till Monday, 
the 25th as was originally planned It was also ' suggested 
that a separate motion could be tabled and discussed the 
whole day instead of an adjournment motion The Gov- 
ernment Member pointed out that the Assembly was not 
scheduled to meet on Saturday as there was no Government 
busmess to warrant a sitting of the House on that day and 
if the Assembly w^ere to sit on Saturday, it would have no 
business other than the adjournment motion 

The President observed that the question had two 
aspects, first, that the House should sit on Saturday and 
discuss a separate motion the whole day, but under Rule 
24-A unless the Government were a consenting party, a 
special motion of that type could not be discussed The 
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second course was to restrict the meeting to the adjourn- 
ment motion He thought that under Standing Order 3(3), 
irrespective of the consent of the Government, he had 
power to j&x the meetmgs from day to day, once the session 
had commenced and so, he would fix the foUowmg day 
(Saturday) for discussion of this adjournment motion 

The Government member, laying stress on the expres- 
sion ‘having regard to the state of busmess of the Assembly’ 
m Standing Order 3(3), submitted that the President’s 
interpretation was not right The President, however, 
drew a distmction between the expression ‘business of the 
Assembly’ and ‘busmess for the day’, and said that he had 
the power to fix a meeting of the Assembly on any day 
according to the demands of the ‘business of the Assembly’ 

The Leader of the House then suggested that the War 
Secretary would make a statement on RIN strike at the 
opemng of the sittmg on the following day and after that 
the adjournment motion could be taken up for discussion, 
and this was agreed to 

The President, wmding up the discussion, pointed out 
that the language of Standing Order 3(3) was “state of 
business of the Assembly”, which meant not only volume 
of business but also the importance of the business and in 
Anew of the importance of the subject-matter of the ad- 
journment motion m question he would fix the motion for 
discussion on the afternoon of the following day (Saturday) 
L A Deb , 22 February, 1946, pp 1352 — 56, 1393 — 95 

CHAIRiVIAN 

193 Chairman Exercises same powers as President only 
WHILE presiding OVER THE ASSEMBLY LEGISLATIVE 
Rule 4 

On the openmg day when the new Assembly met with 
a Chairman,.' appointed by the Governor-General a point 
of order was raised that under Standing Order 10 it was 
obligatory that the first hour should be available for the 
asking and answering of questions and that that provision 
was not bemg followed in dropping the question hour 
The Chairman, quotmg Rule 4 of the Indian Legislative 
Rules, pomfed out that he could exercise the same powers 
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as the President only ‘while presiding over the Assembly’’ 
and while so presiding he could not admit questions and 
that questions coidd be adninisd only after the Piesident 
was elected — L A Deb, 21 January, 1946, pp 53-54 

CLOSURE 

194 Closure Discretion of Chair to accept closure at 

ANY TIME 

Mr Harchandrai Vishindas moved for closure when a 
Member was speaking, and the point being raised as to 
whether this could be done, — 

The President luled that such a motion was in order 
at any time whether a Membei was speaking or 
not It was in the discretion of the Chau, inter- 
pieting the will of the House to say w'hether'the 
time had come to accept such a motion — L A 
Deb 17 Febiuaiy, 1921 p 195 

195 Closure Discretion of Chair lighted to acceptance 

OF motion But final decision rests wuth Assembly 

Closure being moved to a ..ertajn Resolution and the 
President putting the motion, a Member protested agamst 
the motion being put 

» 

The President pointed out that he w^as only exercising 
his disci etion in accepting the motion but that it 
w'as for the Assembly itself to decide whether the 
debate should end or not — Ij A Deb 27 Septem- 
ber, 1921 p 1102 

196 Closurf Discretion of Chair to refuse to accept ’ 

On the motion to pass the Official Secrets Bill, after 
one Member had spoken, closure was moved which the 
President refusing to accept, a Member said that the House 
wanted to finish the debate 

The President ruled “Honourable Members are aware 
that there has only been one speech on the motion 
that the Bill, as amended be passed The matter 
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IS one of great importance, and I cannot stifle 
uiscussion even though the House is ready to cany 
tne closure by an enormous majority L A Deb 
2*: February' 1923, pp 2782-33 

197 Closupe Accepted by Presidext Caxxot be discuss- 
ed 

On the tnird reading of the Drugs Bill, a Member refer- 
red to the fact that during the discussion on the considera- 
tion motion certain Members on the Treasury Benches 
moved tne closure a bit too early and proceeded to com- 
ment on it, when the President observed 

‘Tne^ Honourable hlember is really not in order m 
discassmg the closure The closure motion has 
to be accepted by the Chair and the Chair does 
not accept any closure that is moved unless it is 
fuUy satisfied that there has been a sufificient 
debate And once it is accepted it is not open to 
any one to discuss it My own opimon is that 
Government did not move the closure too soon and 
there nao been a full debate before it was moved ” 
— A Deb , 5 Apnl 1940, pp 2249-50 

198 Closure Whet a motiox for closure is put no 

DEBATE ARGUAIEFr OR APPEAL IS PERMTfi'EU 

On a motion for closure being put a Member wished 
tc make a statement that the debate should be allowed to 
proceed a little longer 

The Prerden- obsen-ed The Honourable Member 
Knows or ought to knov that vhen a motion for 
dosure has been put it is decided vnthout debate, 
argmnent ox appeal of any kmd — L A Deb , 18 
March 1925 u 2629 


co:>DirrTEES 

199 COMAHTTEES Public Accolwts 

OF Ko ouEsnox put ox irnno . lo x^-vx. ecto coxsid>- 

4TIOx\ BUT OXLY OK EXCESS DmOECDS ^ 

*He mo^oa to iase tre R?pon ci the PtAlio 
.,,5 Ce - a fee Into cors.deret.ox a-d lo approve o£ 


-Rttia. Speaking on 
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certain expendituie, Mi Ramakrishna Reddi drew attention 
to the fact that there eie two distinct and separate matters 
contained in the motion and there might be difficulty m 
voting, whereupon — 

The President explained the proceduie as follows 

“The Chan quite realises the difficulty with which 
the Honourable Members might be faced at the 
time when the question is put But they should 
realise that wffien the motion is put to the vote, it 
IS open to the Chair to split up the motion mto 
tw'^o 01 thiee parts and put each part separately so 
that Honourable Members wall have the opportunity 
of voting on each part separately But, in this 
paiticulai case, the Chair might explain to the 
Honourable Members that the usual parliamentary 
practice when a motion to take mto consideration 
the Public Accounts Committee Report is made, is 
that no question is put after discussion The 
motion that the Report of the Public Accounts 
Committee be taken into consideration is simply 
made with a view to givmg an opportunity to the 
House to have a full and thorough discussion on 
the points arising wnthin the Report of the Public 
Accounts Committee and no question is put 
Following that practice, what the Chair proposes 
to do is this The question relating to excess grant 
has been coupled with the first part, because it 
arises out of the report with which the first deals 
So no question will be put relating to the first part 
The only question that will be put will be that 
the Assembly do approve of excess expenditure ” — 

L A Deb , 20 September, 1933, pp 1913-14 

200 Committees Public Accounts Committee Reports 
Scope of discussion on 

During the discussion on the Reports of the Public 
Accounts Committee, a Member proceeded to refer to 
grievances of railway passengers stores purchase policy 
and the Posts and Telegraphs Department whereupon the 
President pointed out that such matteis could not be 
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discussed and that he could only see that “the expenditure 
IS in accoidance with the authority and is legal, and not 
otherwise L A Deb 8 February, 1939 pp 559-60 

201 Committees Public Accounts Committee Unex- 
pected SURPLUS IN Railway Budget Allocated in 
accordance with convention No original provision 
IN Estimates Procedure for obtaining approval of 
House to tiPPROPRiATioN alreadi made 

The Railway Budget foi the year 1936-37 provided for 
a deficit and it \vas onl}'^ in the last months of the year 
that the conditions impioved so much that the deficit 
turned into a suiplus and thus was allocated in accordance 
with the convention appioved by the House and in foice 
at the time In older to legulaiise this aporopnation an 
excess demand was moved on the 10th November, 1938, 
when objection was taken that the pioceduie of an excess 
vote w^as not permissible in respect of this appropiiation, 
because there w'as no original piovision in the Railway 
Estimates The Government took time to consider the 
iTiatter and on the suggestion of the Piesident, to wdiom 
the mattei was referied by the Government the follow^mg 
amendment w^as tabled to the motion that the Report of 
the Public Accounts Committee be taken into considera- 
tion 


“That at the end of the motion, the following be added ' 

‘and that the Assembly do approve the appiopnation 
of Rs 1,20,58 909 actually made in 1936-37 fiom 
the Raihvay surplus for that yeai towards re- 
payment of the temporary loans t^ken from the 
Raihvay Depreciation Reseiwe Fund’ ” 

On the amendment being moved in the House an ob- 
]ection was taken that this piocedure w^as new and should 
not be approved The President ruled that this matter 
could not be anticipated at the time the original lailway 
estimates w'^ere mtioduced and the only couise left in the 
circumstances was to bring a motion in the House and 
obtain the approval of the House to the appropriation that 

• 
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had already been made He accordingly held that the 
motion ^^as m order— L A Deb, 3 February, 1939, pp 
83-87 

202 COxMJ*nTTEES Standing Committees All Members of 
Asssembly eligible for election to 

On a motion to elect members to the Standing Committee 
for the Department of Supph a Member suggested that 
onlv elected hlembers should vote v.hen the President 
pointed out that no Member of tne Assembly elected or 
nominated could bo excluded and no section of the House 
could oe excluded from \oling— L A Deb, 21 November, 
1940 pp 918-19 

203 CoiiMiTrEES St iNding Fi ^ ,nce Committee Reference 

TO pROTEEDnXS 

Durmg ’he c.scuss on on the Demands for Supplement- 
aiy Granis ex tr.e 22'^d Septemoer 1921 a Member referred 
to ^nat had n the S’ana.ng Finance Committee 


Pres'der* rerra’-hed 'It .s for the Standing 
FmanM C'-r."^'>.iee i self .o sa.> v' na: communi- 
esLenr oe mace to tnis House regarding 

tne pmn-e-fx-ET of 're Co’^m ttee A useful report 
■’bien f'c' r" ourcom o be a \eToetzm report 
of Its zrt'^r-z '-£5 has been c rculated for tae oene~ 
fit cf'Meme-s' ou. i: 'oMd ce 
me, for xista-ce lO ru'c as esm een t'-o 
1*- V e, M-ten c scuss’nr — , , - - MlM— u j-- 
i hope no-ou-* "t A 

te-ef.:- oa references 

- '-f- V P^2ce m ^ gyc 

m. tee. — L A Dah 22 Sen emo=- ^ — - 


eaxer 
tre D* 


if t'-e 


201, Co,.nt 
esfce: 


A- Deb 22 Sep eraoe: 
Co ’.SENT NO''mmm ^ 


in on the 

Sr P 2 Member propo-=ed f Iram^ 

799 -n- of Members of ine As— 


:<s£ran 



Committees — contd 

in the House that the Mover of the amendment had not 
taken the permission of those Members, whose names he 
had suggested for the Committee, and on this the President 
remarked 

“In the present mstance, J will allow the Mover to 
move the amendment as presented with the ex- 
ception that names must be excluded But I must 
remind the Assembly agam that any amendment 
put forward in this way in future without the 
authority of the Honourable Members named will 
be summarily ruled out of order ” — L A Deb , 15 
February 1921, pp 86-97 

205 Committees Scope of discussion of motion for 

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO 

On a motion to elect two Members to the Central 
Advisory Board of Education, Members proceeded to discuss 
the policy of Government m settmg up the Board, where- 
upon the President ruled that he could not allow' the pobcy 
to be discussed on the motion and that he would not allow 
the discussion to proceed beyond the limits of the motion 
— A Deb , 2 September, 1935, p 140 

20G Committee Of House Report Members allowed 
TO SIGN report UNDER EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES AFTER 
PRESENTATION OF THE REPORT TO THE ASSEMBLY 

After the Select Committee’s report on the Report of 
the Delimitation Committee had been presented in the 
morning of the 18th March 1936 Mr Akhil Chandra Datta 
pomted out as the Assembly was about to adjourn for the 
day, that certain Members of the Select Committee did not 
have the opportunity to sign the report at that time and 
asked leave for the Report being signed by those Members 
The President allovung the request remarked 

“Under the exceptional circumstances of this case the 
Chair will raise no objection, if the House agrees, 
that the Honourable Members, W'ho hav'e failed 
to sign the report, may sign the report here at 
the Secretary’s table Tlie report is already in the 
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possession of the House, and the Chair cannot, 
therefore, allow any additions to be made to it, m 
any way, without the leave of the House Is it the 
pleasure of the House that Honourable Members 
vho have not signed the Report may be allowed 
to sign it now’” 

The Assembly agreemg, the President allowed the 
Members, who had not signed the report, to do so — A 
T)eb , 18 March, 1936, pp 2811-12 

f207 Committees Motion for election of members to 
Statutory Committee Questions of financial basis 
CANNOT be discussed ON SUCH MOTIONS 

On a motion to elect members to the Indian Cocoanut 
Committee under Sec 4(g) of Act X of 1944 a member 
proceeded to discuss the basis on which the committee 
had been financed, when a pomt of order was raised whether 
such a discussion was relevant and the President upholdmg 
"the point ruled 

“The Honourable Member cannot discuss on this 
motion questions of [Fmancial] policy which have 
been already decided ” — A Deb , 13 November, 
1944, p 655 [See also p 659 ibid ] 

208 Committees Standing Committees Motion for 
Election of Members to Standing Committee on Roads 
constituted by Resolution of the House Amendment 
TO ALTER number OF MEMBERS NOT EN ORDER ON SUCH 
MOTION Separate resolution to be brought for the 
PURPOSE 

To a motion for electing six members on the Standmg 
Committee on Roads dealing with the Central Road Fund, 
an amendment was sought to be moved to alter the number 
“to eight, whereupon the Government Member pomted^ut 
that as this was a shghtly different sort of commi • 

'Other committees a special resolution^'^~'\t be i 
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desired and 'the President thereupon ruled 

“The question that has been raised is whether sc 
Resolution of this House fixing the quota of mem- 
bership for this Assembly can be altered by art 
amendment like this I dare say that the number 
of members allotted to this House should be in- 
creased now that the co-ordmation of Roads and 
Road Traffic have been added to the Railway 
Department Still the question remains whether 
a former Resolution of the House which has been 
acted on for so many years can ^e departed from 
or altered except by another resolution This is an 
'important question, and I do not know if there is a 
precedent I think that this Resolution which has 
been acted on for such a long tijne can only be 
altered by another Resolution on which all the 
aspects can be fully considered by the House I 
think the Members will be well-advised to bring 
in a Resolution The amendment is not in order ” 

After some further discussion it was agreed that the 
motion for election should stand over — L A Deb , 15 
March, 1945, pp 1558-60 

209 Committees Standing Committees Scope of discus- 
sion ON MOTION FOR ELECTION TO ADMINISTRATION OF A 
department CANNOT BE DISCUSSED 

On an amendment to increase the number of members 
proposed to the Standing Committee for the Labour 
Department, a member proceeded to discuss the adminis- 
tration of the department, when the President intervened 
and told the member he could not do so, as it did not arise, 
and that the motion was only for the election of a committee 
— L A Deb , 16 March, 1945, p 1619 [See also L A Deb , 
22 March, 1945, p 1898 and L A Deb , 28 Match, 1945, p 
2183] 

210 Committees Constituted by Government of India 
Notification Amendment to increase membership 
Out of order 

The Secretary, Education Department, moved a Motion 
“that the Members of the Assembly do proceed to elect 
. two persons from among their own number to be 
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members of the All India Council for Technical Education 
constituted by the Government of India" Some Members 
sought to mo\e an amendment to increase the number of 
members for election The President ruled 

‘T am afraid the amendment v.ill not be in order for 
the simple reason that this is not a committee of 
the House but a Committee which, as the Honour- 
able the Education Secretary has stated just no.v, 
constituted by the Government of India, and the 
constitution of the committee is prescribed hy some 
notification of the Government of India, further 
the committee consists of \anouK renresenta'ives 
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/ 

The Government Member said that the motion was itl 
accordance with the rules regarding the constitution of 
Standing Committees which m turn were based on the 
recommendations of a Select Committee of the House and 
as regards the subjects placed before the committee, they 
were proceeding in accordance with the rules framed for 
the guidance of these Advisory Committees 

The President then observed as follows 

"I could not quite follow the request of the Honourable 
Member Mr Asaf Ah As far as I understood it, 
it seems to be that the scope of subjects for advice 
should be co-extensive with the subjects which 
this particular Department is dealing vnth That 
seems to be the subject of his request As I 
imderstood the Honourable Member this scope 
seems to be in addition to Baluchistan and Tribal 
Areas, questions relating to Persian Gulf This is 
perhaps much wider If that is so, then, of course 
it is for the Government to consider, and it is for 
the Parties in the House to come to any settlement 
about it as to whether the scope should be restricted 
as it IS at present or it should be co-extensive with 
the activities of the Department I may point out 
one difficulty which I feel at present and that is^ 
this committee is constituted under the Rules re- 
gulating the constitution and procedure of standing 
committees, the proceedings of which I believe the 
Honourable Member read out just now According 
to his motion, the committee as constituted will 
advise the External Affairs Department on subjects 
pertaining to British Baluchistan and the tribal 
areas So, just at present the difficulty will be 
that so long as these orders stand as they are, it 
will not be possible to amend this Motion by even 
an amendment even if all parties are agreed that 
the scope should be extended If it is the desire 
of certain parts of the House to have the scope 
extended, then the best course would be to put 
the motion off for a couple of days In the mean- 
while, members may meet and have discussions in 
' private, rather than have discussion on the floor of 
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the House and then see if it is possible to arrive 
at an agreed motion” 

The Motion was accordingly postponed Later on as a 
result of agi cement between Parties, the Rules governing 
the constitution and procedure of Standing Committees 
V. ere amended so as to extend the f unctions of the External 
Affairs Department Standing Committee and an amended 
Motion was brought and adonted — L A Deb , 18 February, 
1946, pp 1081-83 and 15 March, 1946, p 2487 

CORRECTIONS 

212 CoRRECTioxs Scope of — By Members or Ministers. 

On the 17th Febiuary 1950, during the discussion of the 
report of the Committee appointed to investigate mto the 
fatal accident to the K L M plane on 12th July, 1949, a 
Member wanted to know the correct procedure regarding 
the corrections that could be carried out by Members or 
Ministers 

The Speaker after his prehmmary remarks about the 
question of corrections made by Members and Mmisters 
concluded 

"But while I have permitted all kinds of grammatical 
corrections, or corrections of a word here or there, 
or change of a clause from one place to anothei, 

I have always put down any material correction 
which means deviation from the substance of what 
the Member has said, whether he is a Member or 
a Minister, it makes no difference at all That is 
the real position ’’—Parliamentary Deb , Part II, 17 
February, 1950, p 635 

DEBATE 

General 

213 Debate Foreign Relations Discussion op Out of 

ORDER 

A Member referring in the course of his speech to the 
relations of the Government of India Avith Afghanistan, a 
foreign power, — 
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The President called him to order, and said ‘The 
Honourable Member is not entitled to embark 
upon a discussion of the relations of the Gk)vem- 
ment of India with foreign Powers ” — A Deb , 
9 March, 1922, p 2930 

214 Debate Judges REFLEcnoNs on conduct of Not 

ALLOWED, BUT CRITICISM Of’ JUDGMENT PERMISSIBLE 

Mr T C Gosivami commentmg m the course of a speech 
upon the conduct of a judicial tribunal, — 

' The President ruled that no comments reflectmg upon 
the conduct of Judges were permissible whether 
the case was pendmg or disposed of, but that criti- 
cisms of judgments were permissible m so far as 
they were possible without reflectmg on the con- 
duct of Judges— L A Deb, 26 January, 1926, pp 
278-79 

215 Debate CRinasM of the magistracy When in 

ORDER Standing Order 29 

In the course of his speech on the Crunmal Law 
Amendment Bill Mr B R Pun proceeded to criticise the 
magistracy m their handhng of pohtical cases, when the 
Home Member asked if such attacks were m order 

The President ruled “The Honourable Member is 
criticising the agency which will have to admimster 
the Act, and, m doing so, is entirely within the 
privilege which he enjoys” 

Objection was taken that under Standing Order 29, such 
reflections were not permissible, whereupon — 

The President remarked “The Honourable Member 
does not reflect on any Court of law, but makes 
general observations on the agency which is going 
to be entrusted with the duty of administermg this 
law if passed ” — L A Deb , 27 September, 1932, 
pp 1447-48 
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216 Debate Criticism of Provincial Administrations 

NOT IN order " 

During the discussion on the Demands for Grants, Dr. 
Sir Ziauddm Ahmad proceeded to cnticise provmcial 
admmistrations, whereupon the President pomted out 

“Honourable Membere must remember that there must 
be a limitation on the criticisms of the administra- 
tion of the provinces which are autonomous under 
the Act All that Honourable Members are en- 
titled to do IS to deal with the question of financial 
relation between the provinces and the Centre, 
and they may touch on anything directly relevant 
to that”, 

shd added 

“The Chau would poipt out to the Honourable Member 
that if he thmks he is at liberty to dilate on the 
general admimstration of the provinces, because 
that might have an mdirec£~effect on the finances 
of the provinces, and, therefore, remotely on the 
finances of the Centre, then it wfil really come to 
this that any Honourable Member can criticise 
without any limitation the administration of the 
provinces That the Honourable Member is not 
entitled to do ” — A Deb , 10 March, 1939, pp 
1916-17 

217 Debate Member wqrr.E speaking makes charge of 

CORRUPTION AGAINST AN OFFICER IN A PROVINCE NOT IN 

ORDER Standing Order 29(2) (v) 

Speakmg on the Finance Bill, Dr Khan Sahib referred 
to the Reforms Oflicer of the North-West Frontier Provmce 
as a corrupt man The Foreign Secretary rose to a pomt 
of order and enquired whether a Member was m order in 
attacking by designation, if not by name, an officer who 
could easily be identified The President ruled 

“The Standing Orders prohibit any defamatory state- 
ment bemg made and the Chair does think that 
the Honourable Member will abstam from makmg 
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any such statement with reference to any one, and. 
' much more agamst a man who is not present m 
the House to defend himself The Chair thinks 
that the Honourable Member ought not to make 
charges against an individual like that” 

When Dr Khan Sahib mdicated his readiness to prove 
his' statement if Government launched a case, the President 
observed 

“The Honourable Member can make allegations if he 
likes agamst the executive, but if he wants to make 
a charge of corruption agamst any mdividual, he 
cannot do that m this House, he must proceed 
legally ” 

Mr Bhulabhai Desai rising then to a point of order said 
that it was the privilege nf every Member of the House to 
call attention of the House to the acts of omission and 
commission on the part of the executive, and enqmred 
whether it was possible to exercise that privilege with any 
degree of effectiveness without pointmg out who m that 
executive and m what manner was guilty of the deeds 
charged, and pomted out that a general charge would be 
useless if the specific charge was disallowed 

The President thereupon ruled 

“Standing Order 29 (2) (v) lays dowm that a Member 
while speaking shall not utter treasonable, seditious 
or defamatory words This is not qualified m any 
way It IS perfectly trup that every Honourable 
Member is at liberty to criticise the action of tne 
executive, but when it'comes to makmg an allega- 
tion of a defamatory character against any indivi- 
dual the freedom of speech that is allowed m this 
House does not extend to that extent and the Chair 
holds that under Standing Order 29, it is not per- 
missible to any Honourable Member to make any 
defamatory statements in this House agamst any 
particular individual, although he is absolutely free 
to criticise the action of the executive generally ” 

Pandit Govind BaUabh Pant sought to draw a distinction 
between a derogatory statement that was false and one 
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that was true The mere fact that a statement was dero- 
gatory to an individual did not make it defamatory In 
order that it might be defamatory, it must first be held to- 
be false It was perfectly true that no refiections could 
be made on the Governor or the Governor General Apart 
from that, so long as it was true. Members were perfectly 
within their rights to criticise or comment on the conduct 
of any of&cer and that it did not become defamatory unless 
it was held to be false 

Then the President observed 

“The Chair qmte imderstands the ^ distmction The 
pubhc conduct of a pubbc servant may be criticised 
and of course it may be that that criticism may be 
of a deprecatory character but when the Standmg 
Order prohibits a defamatory speech it means, for 
instance, a speech in which corruption is alleged 
on the part of a particular individual In that case, 
as the Chair has held, the freedom of speech does 
not extend to the makmg of any such defamatory 
statement ” — A Deb , 12 March, 1937, pp 1825-27^ 

218 Debate Repetition of arguments Not allowed 

Rule 16 

Dr H S Gout, speakmg on an amendment to the Crimi- 
nal Law (Amendment) BiU, proceeded to repeat arguments 
which he had used while speakmg on a previous amend- 
ment 

The President mtervened and said “The Honourable 
Member is takmg a hne of argument which I told 
hun he is not entitled to do The Honourable 
Member knows that repetition comes under the 
Standmg Order and this case seems to me to be a 
pecuharly flagrant one ” — L, A Deb , 19 February 
1923, p 2541 

219 Debate Speeches Long quotations not peraussible 

Durmg the debate on the motion to take mto considera- 
tion the Indian Tariff (Cotton Yam Amendment) Bill, a 



168 


3)ebate, General — contd 

Member proceeded to make lengthy quotations in his 
speech 

The President intervened and ruled "I would inform 
the Honourable Member that readmg such long 
quotations is not permissible ” — A DeB , 6 Sep- 
tember, 1927, p 4021 

220 Debate Verbatim repetition of a clause in a Bill 

Wasting time of House 

Dr Hand Lai proceeding to read a certain clause in a 
Bill m the course of his speech, — 

The President intervened and said “I really must ask 
the Honourable Member not to repeat verbatim the 
words we all have printed before us, otherwise I 
shall have to rule him out for deliberately wasting 
the time of the Assembly ” — L A Deb , 24 July, 
1923, p 4965 

•221 Debate Quotations fr'om proscribed literature 

When permissible 

During the discussion on the Finance Bill on the 20th 
March, 1931, Mr Amar Nath Dutt proceeded to read out 
quotations from a book alleged to have been proscribed, 
when the point was raised, whether use could be made of 
a proscribed book 

The President observed “A point of order has been 
raised which appears to me to be a rather difficult 
point to decide It is a well-known legal maxim 
that you cannot do mdirectly what you cannot do 
directly^ And it seems to me that the Honourable 
Member is trying indirectly to get publication of 
proscribed literature by this means On that pomt 
I should like to hear one or two Members of the 
legal profession It appears to me that it is not 
permissible to do mdirectly what cannot be done 
directly ” 

Diwan Bahadur Rangachanar pointed out that the matter 
■complained of did not come within any of the prohibitions 
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contained in Standing Order 29, and that the Member was- 
perfectly withm his rights The Law Member was of 
opmion that reference could be made to proscribed litera- 
ture, but submitted on legal analogy that such literature 
could not form part of the proceedings 

The President thereupon ruled “I think it is clear 
nov7 what the rulmg should be The Honourable 
the Law Member has clearly explained that it is 
open to Honourable Members, in support of any 
argument which they may wish to advance, to 
quote from proscribed hterature, but they cannot 
read the whole of it with the mtention of gettmg 
full pubhcation m that way I will for the present 
accept that view and allow the Honourable Member 
^ to continue his observations and to quote from the 
book he was reading ” — L A Deb , 20 March, 1931, 
pp 2365-68 

223 Debate Quotation in any language allowed, but must 

BE translated 

In the course of the debate on the Arya Marriage Valida- 
tion Bill, a Member quoted a Sanskrit verse when a pomt 
of order was raised whether anythmg could be read m a 
language which nobody understood The President ruled 
that the Member was “entitled to quote from any authority 
he likes, but he should give a translation of it in a language 
v hich the House can understand ” — ^L A Deb , 29 Septem- 
ber, 1936, p 2054 

223 Debate Public speeches quoted in Should be laid 

ON THE table IN FULL 


During the debate on the Cnmmal Law Amendment 
Bill, the Defence Secretary proceeded to read out extfacts 
from certain public speeches when a point of order was 
raised that unless such documents were laid on the table 
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such quotations were not in order and the President up- 
holding the point ruled 

“Whatever the Honourable Member has read out has 
to be laid on the table of the House, otherwise 
it will not go into the proceedings”, 

and added 

“If the Honourable the Defence Secretary has been 
reading from a particular speech, he ought to place 
the whole speech on the table of the House 
It IS a well established Parliamentary practice ” 
— A Deb , 15 August, 1938, pp 484-89 

224 Debate Letters from undisclosed persons cannot be 

READ IN course OF SPEECH 

In the course of his speech on the Resolution regardmg 
the constitution of a Coal Purchase Board, Mr A H 
Ghuznavi proceeded to read fiom certain letters he had 
received, without disclosing the names of the writers, when 
ob 3 ection was taken that letters from undisclosed persons 
could not be referred to in the debate 

The President upholding the objection ruled “The 
Honourable Member can either disclose the name 
on the authority of which he relies, or he can take 
the responsibility himself and say that he has 
received from a certain fnend certain information 
and put it in his own words He cannot read 
anonymous letters — they are anonymous m view 
of the fact that the Honourable Member is not 
wilbng to disclose the name of the writers ” — A 
Deb , 15 September, 1932, pp 772-73 

225 Debate Unpublished evidence tendered before a 

Committee Members of Committee allowed to read 

SUCH EVIDENCE 

During the debate on the Ottawa Trade Agreement 
Resolution, a Member proceeded to read from certain 
evidence tendered before the Special Comrmttee — ^when a 
point of order was raised that the evidence had not been 
published, that Members who had seen it might read only 
the portions favourable to their case and that therefore 
;such reference should not be allowed 
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The President ruled “The Chair’s mam object is to 
enable the House to give a considered judgment 
on all the facts that can be placed before them 
The Chair proposes to allow all the Members of 
the Committee, those who have signed the majority 
report and those who have signed the mmority 
report to give as much information to the House 
as possible in order that they inay be able to reach 
a considered decision on this important subject ” — 
L A Deb , 5 December, 1932, p 2925 

' Z26 Debate Statement of figures prepared by Member 

CANNOT BE LAID ON THE TABLE THOUGH FIGURES THEREIN 

CAN BE USED IN THE SPEECH ^ 

Durmg the discussion on a reduction motion on the 
IRailwaj’’ Budget a Member proceeded to quote from a state- 
ment prepared by him a numbei of figures relating to the 
proportion of Muslims on railways and said he would place 
the statement on the table of the House so that it could be 
mcorporated m the proceedmgs, whereupon the President 
remarked 

“The Chair does not think the Honourable Member 
vnll be m order in placmg the statement on the 
table of the House, and he must make the best 
use he can of the figures m his own speech” — 
L A Deb , 26 February, 1940, p 690 

'237 Debate Reference to private conversation not 

ALLOWED 

Durmg a personal explanation a Member referred to 
a. private conversation 

The President intervened, saymg “If I allow reports 
of private conversations to be used, I immediately 
open the door to acrimonious controversy If the 
Honourable Member really wishes to make a per- 
sonal explanation, I am prepared to allow him to 
•do so but he cannot go mto a private conversation 



172 


Debate, General— contd 

on the purport of which no doubt two jnemones:. 
may differ L A Deb , 21 September, 1921, p 
1085 > ’ y 

228 Debate Reference to proceedings of informal Com- 
mittee WHICH ARE NOT PUBLISHED NOT IN ORDER 

During the discussion on the Budget, Mr V J Patel 
referred to a certain informal Committee whose proceed- 
irgs had not been published Sir Basil Blackett objected 
to any kind of reference to the proceedmgs of such a 
Committee, whereupon a Member insisted upon the House 
knowing the proceedmgs of the Committee 

The President ruled “It is advisable not to make a 
reference to the proceedings of a committee m this 
House unless they can be laid on the table It. has 
been ruled before now that informal discussions 
even in a Select Committee appointed by this 
House, unless they appear m the Select Com- 
mittee’s report, are not usually referred to m the 
debate In this case I do not know what the 
Honourable Member was referring to If it is a 
report of an mformal committee which is not 
published, it would be wise not to refer to it” — 

L A Deb , 13 March, 1925, p 2324 

229 Debate Resolution regarding supplementary protec- 
tion TO A particular INDUSTRY WHETHER GENERAL 
QUESTION OF PROTECTION CAN BE DISCUSSED 

Speaking on the Resolution regarding supplementary 
protection to the Tin-Plate Industry, Mr Devaki Prasad 
Smha proceeded to discuss the general question of pro- 
tection 

The President intervened and ruled “All detailed 
references to the general question of protection 
which the House has already disposed of are out 
of order The Honourable Member is not ]u^ified 
in reopening that question versus free-trade If 
he wants to raise it, he 'may do so by way of a 
separate Resolution The House stands committed 
to the principle of protection and the question now 
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IS how to gave effect to it If the Honourable 
Member is opposed to the principle of protection, 
he may say so m a general way and vote agamst 
this measure by all means, but he is not entitled 
to go mto the details of the (Question once again ” — 
L A Deb , 17 February, 1926, p 1392 

230 Debate Discussion in Assembly of Rulings in other 
Chambers Improper 

A Member proceeded m the course of his speech to 
discuss the ruling of the President of a Local Legislative 
Council, whereupon — , 

The President ruled that it was not proper to discuss 
in the Assembly a ruling of the President of an- 
other House — Li A Deb , 15 March, 1933, p 2109 

231 Debate Council of State Reference to Proceedings 
IN Council of State Not in order 

When the amendments made by the Council of State 
n the Indian Income-tax Bill 'were taken into considera- 
tion a Member referred m the course of his speech to 
the report of the debate in the Council of State 

The President intervened and said that the Member 
V as not entitled to refer to proceedings in another 
House — h A Deb , 27 February, 1922, p 2581 

232 Debate Reflection on Council of State not in 
order 

Durmg the debate on a motion to elect membeis to the 
Defence Consultative Committee, a member remarked 
the number allotted to the Upper House was m excess of 
its numbers and its importance and said, “Everybody 
agree that this House represents the public far more effect- 
Rely and correctly than the Upper House can ever 
to do’ ^Rereunon the President intervened and saio JLr 
the member must not make any reflection on 
722 PS 
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House nor any invidious comparison between the tv o 
Houses, and added “if the Honourable Member refers 
merely to the importance of this House it is all right”— 
L A Deb , 27 October, 1941, pp 84-85 

233 Debate Meitbers cannot reflect on the conduct of 

THE Governor-GeneIral, past or present 

During the debate on the motion regarding the Food 
situation in Bengal Mr K C Neogy remarked — 

“A fnend of the bovme species, he (Lord Linlithgow) 
perhaps Avould have been more interested had it 
been a case of cattle epidemic in Bengal Or was 
it because a sense of constitutional chastity pre- 
vented hini from visiting BengaFln those days’” 

■'« hen the President said — 

“The Honourable Member knows that he cannot reflect 
on the conduct of the Governor-General ” 

Mr Neogy pointed out that Lord Linlithgow was no longer 
the Governor-General but the President ruled — 

“That makes no diSerence It is the holder of the 
office ” — L A Deb 15 November, 1943 p 303 

234 Debate I\Ieiviber not speaking vtien called cannot 

SPEAK afterwards DURING THE DEBATE 

During the discussion on a reduction motion to a 
Demand two members rose in their seats vhen the Presi- 
dent called on one of them to speak The member how- 
ever, not speaking, the President remarked 

If the Honourable Member, Maulvi Muhammad Abdul 
Ghani does not want to speak, the Chair will call 
upon Maulana Zafar All Khan to speak Maulw 
Muhammad Abdul Ghani will not be called upon 
again to speak in this debate ’ — 1 , A Deb , 6 
March, 1941, p 1120 
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235 Debate Speeches cannot be taken as read 

During the discussion of the General Budget, a Member 
exceeded his tune limit, and on this being pomted out to 
him, desired to have it taken as read and to lay it on the 
table of thyS House, but the President said 

“I cannot allow that ” — A Deb , 5 March, 1943, p 
781 _ 

236 Debate The stage at which Government should 

PARTICIPATE IN 

Duimg the course of the discussion on the Resolution 
re Appointment of a Reforms Committee for Baluchis- 
tan, Mr Joshi expressed that the non-official side was at 
■a disadvantage m discussing the matter because the Gov- 
•emment Member had not taken part in the debate and it 
was not known what attitude the Government of India 
v^as going to take up on that subject 

The Piesident observed 

“1 have on several occasions brought it to the notice 
of the Members of the Government that it is 
desirable when a discussion of this kind takes 
place in the House, that they should take part at 
a reasonably early stage in the debate and let the 
Honourable Members know what the view''S of the 
Government are ” — 'L A Deb , 30 March 1944, p 
1769 

237 Debate Members of Government Attendais'ce in 

THE House during Debate on Finance Bill 

During the course of general discussion on the Finance 
Bill Mr Avinashihngam Chettiar suggested that Members 
of Government m charge of all Departments should be 
present in the House to take note of the points raised b" 
Honourable Members, vffien the President* observed 

“It has never been the practice and it is not pracnc- 
able They have other business to do But — | 
Departments concerned are renresented I beherz. 

— L A Deb , 17 March, 1944 p 1236 
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238 Debate Bill Consideration Motion Reply of 
Government Member concludes the debate 

On the 4th April, 1946, during the debate on the motion 
that the Factories (Amendment) Bill be taken into consi- 
deration, when the Government Member was called upon 
to reply, Diwan Chaman Lai wished to say somethmg on 
a particular question then or later on, if the Government 
Member was agreeable to it The President observed 

“Even if he is agreeable I do not think I can permit 
it under the Rules after the Honourable Member 
has replied to the debate ” — A Deb , 4 April, 
1946, p 3526 

239 Debate Confidential Documents Reference to 

During the course of the debate on the Insurance 
Amendment Bill, a Government Member was seen quoting 
extracts from a Report which was marked confidential but 
ivhich was m the Library of the House, and the Chairman 
ruled 

“Since the document is in the Library of the House 
it is quite in order to be quoted from ” — L A Deb , 
19 February, 1946, p 1163 

240 DEB^TE Document in Library of the Legislature 

NOT confidential 

Under the Railway Demand for ‘Open Line Works’, 
speaking on a cut motion re road-rail co-ordination 
scheme, a member was reading from a document, which 
contained the results of the deliberations of the Transport 
Advisory Council which were the subject of discussion by 
means of correspondence between the Central Government 
and the Provincial Governments The Government Mem- 
ber objected on the ground that it was a confidential docu- 
ment in so far as it was not published The President 
after ascertaining that a copy of the same was available 
m the Library of the House observed that it was not a 
confidential document and reference to it was in ordei — 

L A Deb , 26 February, 1946, p 1533 
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241 Debate' Eeference to non-members to be avoided 

During the General discussion on General Budget, a 
member referred to Birlas, Tatas and Dalmias m uncompli- 
mentary words when the President observed 

“I rrught suggest it would be bettter if the Honourable 
Member does not mention names, particularly 
names of people who are absent from this House ” 
— A Deb , 4 March, 1946, p 1827 

242 Debate Speeches Long quotations from opuhons 

CIRCULATED NoT PERMISSIBLE 

On 11th April, 1946, on the motion to refer the Bankmg 
Companies Bill to Select Committee, a Member was read- 
mg extracts from the opimons received on the Bill, when 
another Member mvited the attention of the Chair and 
wanted a r ulin g whether it was m order to read from a 
■document containmg opmions which has been circulated 
to aU members of the House The President said 

“The Honourable Member is perfectly m order m 
' referring to the opmions in support of the pomts 
he IS making He should not read long passages 
in extenso but should restrict himself only to 
relevant passages ” — L A Deb , 11 April, 1946, p 
3854 

243 Debate Speeches — Written Not to be encouraged 

On 4th December, 1947, while an Honourable Member 
was readmg out a written speech, Mr Speaker suggested 
that though Honourable Members might refer to their 
notes, speeches prepared outside the House should not be 
read m the House He said that m the case of responsi- 
ble statements by Ministers, however, which were of 
■speaal importancej every word had to be clothed m care- 
ful language and such statements had necessarily to be 
prepared beforehand and read out m the House He con- 
tmued 

“Members will realise that if written speeches are 
permitted the speech read will have probably 
no reference to the speeches made by others m the 
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debate What is read would have been written 
previous to the starting of the debate Therefore 
if we want really to have a debate with life in it. 
vuthout repetitions and with arguments addressed 
only to the points raised, then I am sure Members 
vnll all agree vnth me that u’ntten speeches must 
be discouraged I may inform Honourable Mem- 
bers that VTitten speeches are not permitted m the 
House of Commons and it is a good parhamentary 
procedure which we may as well follow’ — C A 
(Leg ) Deb , 4 December, 1947, pp 1252-53 

244 Debate UNPnRLJAEiEirrAPY reeiarks If ik audible- 

CH-AIR CtUsETOT EAKE NOTICE OF 

During the debate on the Insurance Amendment Bill a 
Member appealed to the Chair seekmg protection against 
some personal remarks made by another Member when 
the President obseri’^ed that he could not take notice be- 
cause he had not heard the words — h A Deb 28 Febru- 
ary 1946 p 1694 

245 Debates Proceedings Procedure in regard to 

EXPUNGING from OF CERTAIN OBJECTIONABLE PASSAGES 

'On the 14th Febniaiy^ 1947 on a joint request from Dr 
G V Deshmukh and Snjut N V Gadgil for expungmg 
from the proceedings of the Assembly certam passages, 
the President observed 

“I have received a request jointly from Dr G V- 
Deshmukh and Snjut N V Gadgil for expungmg 
from the proceedings of the Assembly certain 
passages from what they spoke in the House on 
6th February 1947 durmg the course of Dr 
Deshmukh’s Bill re amendment to the Cml 
Marriage Act of 1872 The passages proposed to 
be deleted have been mdicated m the said letter. 
A copy of the passages proposed to be deleted can 
be inspected by Honourable Members w'ho would 
hke to do so, m the Notice Office till 2-30 pm 
on Monday, the 17th instant If the House agrees 
to the request made by Dr G V Deshmukh and 
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Srijut N V Gadgil, I shall be glad to oidci th.it 
the «aid passagch be expunged from tnc proceed- 
ings ” 

The House ha\mg agreed the President oidcred tnat 
the oassage*^ be e''pungcd — L A Deb, 14 Febiuary, 1947, 
P G2S 

24G Dcbatf PcnMissiniLiTi of — of replifs ov /iN hon 

Minister I'’ iiis absence 

• 

Dunne: the discussion of the leport of the Committee 
appointed to int cstigate into the fatal accident to the 
KLM plane on 12th July 1949 one JJember laiscd a 
poini of order v heiher discussion of the replies of an hon 
Ministei in his absence tvould be permissible 

The Speaker remarked It is collective lesponsibhty — 
PaHiamentaij Deb Part II 17 February 1950, p 636 

247 DeEiTE rtlE:iE'’R i.w.ttlntive wiE's called loses 
CILO'.CE 

Duung the discussion of the Demands for Grants on 
the ISlh March 1950 when the Speaker caded a r.Icmber, 
the Alcmber did not get ready to address House It 

V as later on pointed out to the Speaker tnat on account 
of subdued conversations carried on comparatr elv loudlj 
the Member was not able to hear that he v as being called, 

V hereupon the Speaker permitted the I Icmber to speak 
Remarkmg that he v as making an c vceptzon m mat case 
and that it should not be a precedent tee Sneaker ruled 

An hon Member v ho is either jzz’‘en.i\e or could 
not hear his faemg called loses his chance ' — 
Parliamentary Deb Pa-^., H IS Maren I 050 p 1756 

248 Debate No reference to ? icsrri .c nt 

During the second reading r^ge on the Bill to c-'s 
effect to the financial prapo-eale of tre Central Go\crzss^ 
on 30th March 1950 Srfr: M-cgaL :n the course cz ^ 
<=T3eech began to refer to wr-at tee Hon Minister of rnfusrrr 
and Supply said tha-‘ morrmE k: tre party meeung- 



J80 


Debate, General— Qontd 

The Speaker observed 

“There should be no reference to what happened in the 
party meeting ” — ^Parliamentary Deb , Part II, 30 
March, 1950, p 2322 

Regulation of 

249 Debate Principles on which Chair regulates debate 

On resumption of general discussion of the general 
budget on the 6th March, 1936, the President made the 
following remarks explaining the principles on which he 
regulated the debate 

“Then, before asking the House to resume the general 
discussion, the Chair wishes to explain the princi- 
ples on which it has been attempting to regulate 
the debate especially on occasions of this nature 
The Chair finds that there are many Members who 
wish to speak but it is not possible for the Chair 
to accommodate them all within the time that has 
been allotted The concern of the Chair naturally 
IS to see that there is a fair debate, and, for that 
purpose, it IS the duty of the Chair to give op- 
portunity, as far as possible, to every class of 
opinion in the House, as composed, to speak, 
especially on the budget As regards the Groups, 
from some of the speeches that were dehvered 
yesterday, there seems to be an idea that the front 
benchers had a better advantage than those who 
sit on the back benches As regards that, all the 
Chair is responsible for is that so many seats are 
allotted to particular Groups according to the 
strength of each Group and it is for the Parties 
themselves to distribute the seats among their own 
members In the case of the organised Groups, 
the Chair expects that fewer men can speak the 
mind of the Party than in the case of others The 
Chair has further to take mto consideration, in a 
debate of this nature, the different provinces which 
are affected by the budget of the Government of 
India Then , there are special interests There- 
fore, the Chair has been trying to regulate the 
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debate having regaid to all these considerations, 
and, if some Honourable Members do not find an 
opportunity to speak during the general discussion, 
there will be other opportunities for them to take 
advantage of ” — L A Deb , 6 March, 1935, p 1727 

250 Debate Selection of speakers by the Chair 

On 22nd Maich 1944, duiing the couise of the Debate 

on the Finance Bill the President observed 

“As regards the selection of speakers, the duty un- 
doubtedly lies on the Chair, whoever may be 
occupying the Chair at the moment — the President, 
the Deputy President or one of the Chairmen — to 
regulate the debate as best as he can It is also 
incumbent on Honourable Membeis of the House 
to give him all the assistance they can m regulating 
this debate I wish to remind Honourable Mem- 
bers that there are many interests w'hich the Chair 
has to take into account m making a selection of 
the spcakeis There is not only the Opposition 
proper there are several Groups, five or six of 
them there is also the Government — and no Gov- 
ernment Member has spoken till now — there are 
eleven Provinces to be considered, the eleven 
Provinces represented by different Honourable 
Members there is the European Group, theie are 
other interests, such as labour, there are the re- 
presentatives of Indian Christians, Anglo-Indians 
and the Scheduled Castes and so on, the House will 
realise that it is not^an easy task for the Chair 
to regulate such a debate, bearing m mind all the 
different interests concerned I may point out 
that w'hile the Chair always bears in mmd that 
the different Groups of the House would like to 
put up speakers to participate in the debate, there 
are also Honourable Members who do not belong 
to any Party, and they are also entitled to partici- 
pate m this debate, the claim that the number of 
speakers must accurately represent the strength 
of each Group has never been recognised as a valid 
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one, though the Chair undoubtedly tries us best 
to sec that there is a proper balance in the debate 
I shall tneieforc ask for the co-opeiation of all 
Honouiable Members to enable the Chair to regu- 
late the debate m proper and reasonable manner ” 
— L A Deb , 22 March, 1944, p 1415 

251 Debate Catching the Speaker’s eye — procedure 

ST/VNDS IRRESPECTIVE OF NAMES GIVEN TO SPEAKER BE- 
FOREHAND 

On the 7th December, 1950, when the House took up 
further consideration of the Prime Ministers motion on 
the International Situation, Sardar B S Man asked the 
Chair whethei there has been anj departure from the 
usual practice of members rismg m their seats to catch the 
eye of the Speaker m order to get an opportunity to speak 
01 they should “catch the favour of the Chief Whip’ and 
have their names sent to the Speaker in advance 

The Speaker, then, observed — 

“I have made it qiute clear agam and again that no 
one need place himself at the mercy of anybody, 
except perhaps at the mercy of the Speaker The 
old procedure stands, and whatever names may 
be before me, I am not bound to follow those 
names I am not following the names m the order 
I have got them But I am calling persons on 
certam prmciples, I think, though sometimes it 
is difficult to settle what those principles are ’ — 
Pari Deb , Part II, 7 December, 1950, Col 1318 

Interruptions of 

252 Debate Interruptions Not in order unless Mem- 
ber SPEAKING GIVES WAY 

Mr S Snmvasa Iyengar mterrupting and Sir Bhopen- 
dra Nath Mitra refusing to give way, — 

The President ruled “No Honourable Member is 
, entitled, except for raismg a pomt of order, to 
mtemipt a speaker unless the speaker is himself 
willmg to give way ” — A Deb , 14 September, 
1928, p 777 
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253 Debate Interruptions Personal explanation 

Continuous interruption not allowed on 

During Mr Pun’s speech on the Indian States (Pro- 
tection) Bill, Mr Ranga Iyer began to interrupt, when the 
President observed 

“If an Honourable Member wants to make a personal 
explanation in the middle of a speech of another 
Honourable Member, the Member making the 
speech must give way, and if the Honourable 
Member does not give way, then the Honouiable 
Member who wishes to make a personal explana- 
tion must wait until the Honourable Member who 
IS speakmg has finished his speech, and then he 
should ask the permission of the Chair to make any 
per;sonal explanation ” — A Deb , 5 April, 1934, 
pp 3268-76 

Courtesy of 

254 Debate Courtesy of Member making allegations 

SHOULD BE IN HIS SEAT TO HEAR THE REPLY 

During the course of the general discussion on the 
Budget, a Member made a serious charge agamst the Gov- 
ernment, but was absent from his place when the Leader 
of the House rose to deny it 

\Vhereupon the President observed “I think it is 
very wrong on the part of the Honourable Member 
that he should make such senous and pointed 
charges agamst Government and not be in his place 
to hear the reply,” 

And after the Member had returned to his place, em- 
phasized his previous obsen^ations and said 
“Before we proceed further, I should like to em- 
phasize m the presence of Mr Jamnadas Mehta, 
what I said a few mmutes ago regarding his 
absence from the Chamber Honourable Members 
are aware that no Honourable Member should hu 
absent from this House m a debate in which the 
Honourable Member himself has taken part ana 



Debate, Courtesy of — contd. 

made very serious allegations agamst any other 
Member or a Party It is no excuse for him to 
say that, had he known that a reply was likely 
to be forthcoming, he would have been present 
It is his business to sit m the House and watch 
further proceedmgs Havmg made a pomted 
speech, with such senous allegations agamst a 
Party in the House, it is certaiidy very improper 
for 1±ie Honourable Member to absent himself, as 
he has done, and I thmk he owes an apology not 
only to the Chair but also to the House ” 

Mr Jamnadas Mehta apologised and explamed that he 
was m the lobby talkmg to a friend when Government 
made the statement — L A Deb , 5 March, 1929, pp 1543-46 

255 Debate Member making serious charge in a light- 
hearted MANlJER AGAINST PERSON PROMINENT IN PUBLIC 

LIFE Reprimanded 

Mr K Ahmed m the course of a speech said that Pandit 
Motilal Nehru had brought mto a certain conference “a 
man from Bengal called Maulana Abul Kalam Azad on a 
hired cart I was told that a payment at the monthly rate 
of Rs 600 was made to him ” 

The President intervened and observed “The Hon- 
ourable Member knows that the gentleman, whom 
he refers to, is not here to defend himself The 
conduct of the Honourable Member m making 
such a senous charge m such a hght-hearted man- 
ner agamst one, who holds a prominent position 
in the public life of the country, is certainly re- 
prehensible ” — L A Deb , 12 March, 1929, p 1829 

256 Debate Courtesy of Member sending notice of 

MOTION containing ALLEGATIONS AGAINST GOVERNMENT 

SERVAirrS should be in his seat to move or withdraw 

IT AND MAKE PROPER AMENDS IF THE ALLEGATIONS /ARE UN- 
FOUNDED 

When the further discussion on the Resolution re mter- 
ference from public servants m the ensumg elections was 
resumed on 29th January, 1937, Maulana Shaukat All, who 
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had given notice of an amendment to the Resolution, con- 
taining allegations agamst certain individuals holding, 
official position was absent from his seat 

Sir Muhammad Yamm Khan rose to a pomt of order 
whether it was a right and proper thing for a Member of 
the House to make allegations m writing against certam 
individuals holding official position and not be present 
\/hen the motion was called, to substantiate those allega- 
tions 

The President ruled “The amendment calls in ques- 
tion the official conduct of two gentlemen named 
there I think there is force in the point raised 
by Sir Yamm Khan that when an allegation of 
that cnaracter is made against officials by name or 
even otherwise, it is the duty of the Honourable 
Member who has given notice of such a motion — 
and that motion has already been circulated — to 
be piesent here to move it or wnthdraw it and make 
oroper amends if those allegations are unfounded ” 
— L A Deb 29 January, 1937 p 323 

Parliamentary Etiquette 

257 Debate Parliamentary Etiquette Expressions un- 

PARLIAMENTART EXPRESSIONS DEPRECATED EXPRESSIONS 

NOT CONSIDERED UNTARLIAMENTARY 

Erpressions unparliamentary 

(1) To use the w^ord ‘indecent’ m connection with 
speeches — L A Deb , 24 September, 1924, p 4071 

(2) To describe the Assembly as “imbecile” — L A Deb , 
28 January 1925, p 397 

(3) To desenbe a member’s speech as “mtentionaUy 
misleading” —L A Deb 17 February, 1925, p 1131 

(4) To use the expression “rotten lie”— L A Deb 
1 Maich, 1927, p 1561 

(5) To suggest that any other member has no inteUi- 
gence, eg, “I cannot gi\e the Honourable Member the 
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intelligence to understand” — A Deb 16 March, 1927, 
p 2374 

(6) To characterise another member as “one of those 
who were prepared to sell their souls” -*-L A Deb , 5 April, 
1929, p 2892 

(7) To characterise another member as “only a Mussal- 
man by name” — h A Deb , 11 September, 1929, p 654 

(8) To say that a certain member has taken a ‘mean 
advantage of’ — L A Deb 3 October, 1931, pp 1472 and 
1473 

(9) To use the words “any one who will support a thmg 
like that has no respect for his mother or for womanhood” 
in reference to a particular member — A Deb 3 Febru- 
ary, 1932, p 432 

(10) To describe a member as being a ‘henchman’ of 
another member — L A Deb 18 March 1932, p 2239 

(11) To call another member a “buffoon” — A Deb, 
16 November, 1932, p 2221 

(12) To use the expression “ungentlemanly method” 
with reference to another member — 1, A Deb 15 Febru- 
aiy, 1933 pp 718-lQ 

(13) To call another member a ‘cad’ — L A Deb, 11 
April 1934 p 3613 

(14) To describe the Assembly as “monkey house” — 
L A Deb , 12 March, 1935 p 2220 

(15) To descnbe a certain member as repeating ‘quite 
maliciously’ — L A Deb 27 February, 1936, p 1720 

(16) To describe the attitude of a member as smacking 
of “cowardice” — A Deb 18 March 1936, p 2798 

(17) To call another member a ‘traitor’ — L ,A Deb 9 
October, 1936, p 2804 

(18) To say in the course of a speech “I am merely 
mentioning this to question the sincerity of ” — A 
Deb , 17 August, 1938, p 688 
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(19) To remark “what is the attitude of the Chair I do 
not know ” — A Deb , 17 November, 1938, pp 3137-38 

(20) To use the expression “To hell with the Gkivern- 
nient ” — A Deb' , 13 March, 1939, p 1945 

(21) To use the word ‘criminal’ m expressions like “It 
-should be cnrtunal on the part of Honourable Members 

” — L A Deb , 5 April, 1939, p 3390 
Expressions deprecated 

(1) To use the expressions “ridiculous nonsense” and 
“untrue” m commenting upon a member’s speech — h A 
Deb , 18 September, 1924, p 3738 

(2) To say that “the tea-sellers of Peshawar were more 
respectable than a certam member ” — A Deb , 22 August, 
1938 p 749 

(3) To use the words “Then, why be here at all” by 
a member on being informed by a Government member 
•that notice of a certam question was required — A Deb , 
7 December, 1938, p 3973 

(4) To describe (nommated) members of the Assembly 
-as persons who “sow evil and reap good ” — L A Deb , 22 
September, 1939, p 890 

Expiessions not considered unparliamentary 

(1) To cast suspicions on the mtentions of the Govern- 
ment as a whole, e g , “We have a very grave suspicion 
of the Governor General in Council We consider that the 
Governor General m Council is a conspiracy ” — L A 
Deb 27 January 1926 p 361 

(2) To describe an Honourable Member’s statement as 
incorrect — L A Deb , 3 February, 1932, p 422 

(3) To describe a member as “exploiting a certain 
•Situation ” — A Deb , 1 April, 1933 p 3051 

258 Debate Parliamentary Etiquette Expression Un- 
parliamentary 

In the course of supplementary questions and answers, 
an answer was given m the followmg terms — 

“Tlie Honourable Member is, as usual, completely 
wrong in referring to any vested interests in this 



ISf? 

Debate, Parliamcntarj Etiquette — contd 

connection and m saying that those interests stand 
in the \\ay of the Government of India coming to 
a decision”. 

whereupon the member who put the question remarked — 

“The Honourable Member is, as usual impertinent” 

The Government Member remarking — 

“The Honourable Member is as usual, malung insinu- 
ations”. the member (Mr K C Neog>') again said 
“I repeat that the Honourable Member is, as usual 
impertinent’ The President called the member 
to ordci sajmg that that was unparliamentary — 
L A Deb , 19 November 1943 p 553 

259 Debate Maintenance of decorum in Unparliamen- 

TAR-i EXPRESSION “,\ TISSUE OF LIES’ 

During the course of the debate on the Finance Bill, 
\.hon the Honourable Dr B R Ambedkar Member for 
Labour, was referring to the comparative success at the 
primary elections of Scheduled Caste Federation Candi- 
dates and the Congress candidates Diwan Chaman LaU 
characterised his statement as “a tissue of lies”, the Presi- 
dent intervening observed 

It IS no use introducing heat in the debate when the 
Honourable Member is giving the facts The point 
was raised and the reply was inwted and whatever 
he has to say must be heard patiently I am not 
concerned Aith the question as to whether what 
he said is a fact or not but no Honourable Member 
of the House is entitled to or can say that what 
the other Honourable Member was saying was ‘a 
tissue of lies’ ” 

Diwan Chaman Lall then withdrew' the express’on and 
substituted for it “a tissue of termino’ogical inexactitudes”* 
— L A Deb 26 March 1946 p 2929 

260 Debate Pabliamentarv etiquette / 

To say “I am not accustomed to support people against 
my conscience like other Members of this House’ was held 
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imparbamentary and the words were withdrawn — L A 
Deb , 12 February, 1946, p 884 

261 Debate Expression offensive attributing motives ' 

TO THE Chair Deprecated 

On the 7th March, 1950, when the Speaker did not dis- 
close the name of the Member giving notice of an ad]ourn- 
ment motion, Mr Kamath asked whether it was in accord- 
ance with parliamentary convention that the Speaker has 
been “blacking out the names of hon Members who give 
notice of adjournment motions ” 

The Speaker thereupon observed 

“I must express my disapproval of the expression 

‘blackmg out’ It is not only offensive, but it 

attributes some motiveb and suggests that I have 

something at the back of my mind to keep back 

the name That is the implication of it ” 

/ 

The Membei concerned withdrew the expression — 
Parliamentary Deb Part II 7 March 1950 p 1177 
Unparliamentary Expressions 

262 Debate Unparliamentary Expressions Use of 

STRONG condemnatory EXPRESSIONS LIKE ‘NONSENSE” OR 

‘utter nonsense” though not unparliamentary not 

desirable 

On the 18th March 1950 Shri Kamath psked the Speaker 
whether it was parliamentary for a Member while referring 
to the speech of another Member to use the terms “non- 
sense” or “utter nonsense”, whereupon the Speaker 
observed 

“Strictly speaking, the expression is not unparliamen- 
tary But, I would certainly appeal to all Mem- 
bers not to use strong expressions in that manner, 
because, after all if one uses it another uses it 
m reply and all the time the level of the debate 
goes down In the interest of the dignity of the 
House and the level of the debate, it is not desirable 
that strong expressions condemning others should 
be used ” — ^Parhamentary Deb Part H 18 March, 
1950 p 1749 
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263 Debate Unparliamentary language on 

Dunng the half-an-hour discussion on the 24th March, 
1950, Shn H V Kamath, who initiated the debate remark- 
ed “If the Minister has not got the guts to order an 
inquiry ” 

The Speaker in callmg the hon Member to order said 

“Let him not use such words ” 

Thereupon, Shn Kamath withdrew the words — ^Parlia- 
mentary Deb , Part II, 24 March 1950, p 2108 

General 

264 Debate Members must not address other members 

IN THE SECOND PERSON 

A member proceeded in the course of his remarks to 
address another member as “You”, when — 

The President intervened and pointed out that a 
member should not address another member as 
“you” — L A Deb , 6 September, 1932, pp 165 and 
166 

265 Debate Unparliaatentary language Attention of 

Chair must be draavn as soon as such language is 

USED 

Speaking on the Indian Press Bill, Mr B Das alleged 
that the Home Member had used unparliamentary language 
that morning, when — 

The President pointed out “The Honourable Member 
ought to have drawn the attention of the Chair to 
It if he regarded any expressions as unparhament- 
ary As soon as any unparliamenfary expression 
IS used, it is open to any Honourable Member sitting 
anywhere in the House to call attention to it If 
that were done, the Chair would take action if it 
was satisfied that the expression was really un- 
parliamentary ” — A Deb 1 October, 1931, p 
1350 
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266 Debate Decision of House Members not entitled 

TO REFLECT ON 

Speaking on his motion to reduce the grant under 
■“Miscellaneous ’ in respect of the expenditure on the Indian 
Statutory Commission Pandit Motilal Nehru asked for a 
ruling as to whether, after the Assembly had decided on 
the merits of the question on a previous resolution, it was 
open to the House to discuss them afresh 

The President ruled “The established Parliamentary 
rule of debate is that no Member is entitled to 
speak against or reflect on any determination of J;he 
House except on a motion for rescinding it This 
is not such a motion, and therefore no Member will 
be entitled to speak against or reflect on the deter- 
mination of this House arrived at on the Resolution 
of Lala Lajpat Rai What the Honourable Member 
proposes to do now is not to reflect upon the deter- 
mination of the House but to speak in support of 
It But if I were to allow the Honourable Member 
to speak anything in favour of the determination 
of the House already recorded it would be unfair to 
shut out the other side Therefore I rule out every 
argument m favour of or against the determination 
of this House’ — L A Deb 13 March 1928, pp 
1380-81 

267 Debate Decision of House MIembers not entitled to 
REFLECT on 

While presenting the Budget for 1937-38, the Finance 
Member in the course of his speech characterised the vote 
of the Assembly as ‘lighthearted and on Mr Satyamurti 
rising to a point of order, the President ruled 

“The Chair thinks it is a reflection on the vote given 
by Members of this House ’ 

The word ‘lighthearted’ was subsequently changed fo 
■‘optimistic’ — A Deb 27 Februaiy^ 1937 p 115h 
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268 Debate Rfelection on constitution of Council of 

State not in order 

In the course of his speech on the Reserve Bank BiiJ^ 
Mr B Das proceeded to refer to the constitution of the 
Council of State whereupon — 

The President intervened and ruled “No reflection 
should be cast on the constitution of the other House 
on the flooi of this House " — A Deb 27 Novem- 
ber, 1933 p 2223 

« 

DEPUTY PRESIDENT 

2G9 Deputy President Election of Nomination by 

Member of more than one candidate for Deputy Presi- 
dentship Held in order 

In connection with the election of the Deputy President, 
a Member enquired whethei an Honouiable Member could 
piopose 01 second moie than one candidate for election to 
the oflTice of Deputy President on which, — 

% 

The President obseived “Do I understand the Hon- 
ouiable Membex to ask whether such a nomination 
papei is Aalid"^ There is nothing m the rules with 
regard to this 'paiticulai point but if some Hon- 
ourable Member wishes to nominate two Honour- 
able Members with a view to giving each of them 
a sporting chance, the Chair would not have any 
objection” — L A Deb , 20 Mai ch, 1933 p 2234 

DIVISION 

270 Division Manner of taking 

On the 19th February, 1921, on a Division being called 
on a certain motion, — 

The President informed the House that the procedure 
on Division would be as under “I may say for 
the information of Members that when a Division 
IS challenged, it will be called from the Chair, and 
that then the bells wiU be rung for two minutes m 
order to enable Members not present in the 
Chambei, when the Division is called, to resume 
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their places At the end of two minutes, the 
question will again lie put from the Chair ana 
thereafter the Division will be taken ” — L A Deb , 
19 February, 1921, p 289 

■271 Division Speech during division iRREGtmAR 

After the President had put the question on a certain 
Bill for the first time, an Honourable Member proceeded 
^0 addiess the Chair on the Bill itself 

The President ruled “It is very irregular to address 
the House during the process of a division Points 
of order are allowed, but they should be strictly 
related to the issue before the House, which is 
whether a division should be taken or not If any 
irregularity occurs during the taking of the division, 
then it is the duty of course, of Members to draw 
the attention of the Chair to it, but any other form 
of addressing the House is irregular and will be 
ruled out of order’’ — L A Deb, 21 March, 1921, 
p 1459 

272 Division Presence of strangers in Chamber for- 
bidden Non-members to vacate lobbies during — 

On attention being drawn to the fact that persons other 
than members were present in the House and in the Lobbies 
during division, — 

The President pointed out “The entry of persons into 
the Chamber itself or any part of it except that 
to which admission is made by tickets, ,viz the 
galleries above, is forbidden Those who not being 
Members of the House are admitted to the lower 
galleries and corridors are the messengers and 
others engaged in the busmess of the House and 
ceitain officers of Government whose presence is 
required for the assistance of Membeis of the Exe- 
cutive Council and Secretaries engaged in the 
business of the Chamber The presence of any 
other person is forbidden ” 

And added that when a division was 'taken all persons, 
including those to whom a courtesy right of access 
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IS allowed, must vacate the lobbies so that there 
might be no interference of any kind with the 
liberty of Members voting during a division— L. 
A Deb 10 January, 1922, pp 1460-61 

■273 Division Undue influence on Members voting 

It was brought to the notice of the President that a 
certain Member was attemptmg to force another Member 
mto a particular Lobby 

The President remarked “Interference of that kind is 
a serious offence The question is one of important 
principle The "working of this Assembly is based 
upon the right of free speech and any invasion of 
that right calls for the severest rebuke from the 
Chair I do not propose to take notice of the fact 
that the Honourable the Home Member has men- 
tioned a particular Member by name and, therefore, 
my remarks are addressed to the House and not to 
any individual Member 

The right of free decision in the Division Lobby is a 
very important element in the right of free speech, 
and the Chair may always be relied upon to up- 
hold it ’ — L A Deb , 26 January, 1922, p 1981 

274 Division Member voting under misapprehension 

ALLOWED TO CORRECT MISTAKE BEFORE THE DIVISION IG 

CLOSED 

On a point of order being raised that a Member had 
voted on the wrong side under a misapprehension, — 

The President ruled “It is proper Parliamentary- 
practice that an Honourable Member voting under 
a misapprehension is allowed to correct his mistake,, 
provided he brings it to the notice of the Chair 
before the division is closed Therefore in this case 
I think the Honourable Member is entitled to have 
his vote transferred ” — L A Deb , 16 March, 1922^ 
pp 3161-62 
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c75 Division C'haik s DiscnmoN to order St/^iNding 

Order 30 (2) 

On an amendment being put to the House, — 

The Pi evident declared “the Aves have it and, there 
being ones of ‘No said “The volume of sound 
for A>es is so orepondeiating that I do not think 
a divis'on is necessarv ' 

\\ hereupon a Member said that under Standing Order 
even a smgie Member 'as entitled to call for a 
on is’on 

The President obsenca It is perfectly open to the 
President if he is satisfied on the shout that there 
a ckai preponderance of onmion on one side and 
'ha, che dnision is asked for fri’ olouslv and merely 
for Durooses of deJa^ to refuse the demand for 
on IS on 

On a Mrnoer auoting the S'anding Oraer — 

Tne Pres’dent asked tre Members for and agamsl the 
amendment vO sane m ‘’'em nlaces — L A Deb, 
5 June 192'4 pp 2559-70 
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his illness unable to go to the lobby during the Session — 
L A Deb , 7 February, 1935, p 568 and 22 February, 1935, 
p 1255 ' 

278 Division Voting papers once returned cannot be 

TAKEN BACK 

During a division on a supplementary demand, before 
the result was declared, a point of order was taken that 
voting papers after having been handed to the Secretary 
should not be taken back to the lobby again; whereupon 
the President remarked 

“The Chair understands that the paper was taken back, 
but the votes were not recorded The paper ought 
not to be taken back except with the Chair's per- 
mission ’’ — L A Deb , 26 March, 1935, p 2792 

279 Division While voting is in progress Deputv 
President is debarred from putting a ‘Chairman’ in 
THE Chair in order to record his vote Meaning of 
the word ‘absence’ in rule 3 ‘Ayes’ and ‘Noes’ Lobbies 

INTEGRAL PART OF THE HOUSE DURING DIVISION DEPUTY 

President or Chairman who has already recorded his 
VOTE is precluded FROM PRESIDING AT THE TIME OF 
DIVISION [Government of India Act, 1935, 9th Schedule, 
Section 63D(4)] — Interpretation of 

Deputy President Rights of speech and vote Ruling of 
. — FINAL No appeal LIES TO PRESIDENT OCCASION WHEN 
IT IS DESIRABLE THAT HoUSE SHOULD HAVE OPINION OF 

President Duty of presiding officer to ensure conti- 
nuity OF PRACTICE AND CERTAINTY OF PROCEDURE 

'While a division was proceeding the Deputy President 
who was in the Chair vacated the Chair for a while and 
one of the Panel of Chairmen occupied it After a couple 
of minutes the Deputy President resumed the Chair 
Just as the result of the division was about to be announced 
a point of order was raised v/hether a Chairman could take 
the Chair while the Deputy President was In the House, 
and a query was asked as to what would happen in case of 
a tie 
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The Deputy Picsidenl remarked that the question did 
not arise and as rcgaids future occasions the Pzesident 
could be asked foi a luhng The point was again raised 
b> the Lcadci of the House \\ hereupon objection was taken 
that the pievious ruling could not be challenged and that 
points of 01 del could not be taken in advance and on 
Inpothetical considerations without any immediate occa- 
sion and facts lequirmg it It w'as also suggested that the 
lobby was not pait of the House Aftei allowung discus- 
sion on the point the Piesident gave the following ruling 

‘‘The House will remembei that last Thursday I pro- 
mised to considei ceitain questions w'hich the 
Leadei of the House rai'^ed before me in connection 
w'llh a coitain incident that had happened in the 
House duiing m^ absence 

On that daN (tlie 1st Septembei 1938) w'hen division 
V as proceeding on an amendment to clause 15 of 
the Motor Vehicles Bill, Mr Deputy President who 
was then in the Chair v^acated the Chair for a wdiile 
to recoid his vote and Mr S Satyamuiti (who is 
on the Panel of Chairmen) at the foimers lequest 
occupied the Chair Aftei a couple of minutes 
Ml Satvamurli vacated the Chair and Mi Deputy 
President having bj that time iccorded his vote, 
again occupied the Chau When Mr Deputy Presi- 
dent was abPut to announce the result of the 
division ivm points of older v ere laised — one by 
Dr Sir Ziauddin Ahmad whether an Honouiable 
Member who is on the Panel of Chairmen, can take 
the Chan while the Deputy President was in the 
House and the other point of older was raised by 
the Leadoi of the House Sir Muhammad Zafrullah 
Khan enquiring w'^hat v ould happen if there was a 
tie On the first point of oidei Mr Deputy Presi- 
dent ruled that on the piesent occasion that question 
did not arise, and, with reference to the second 
point of Older he observed that while he voted, he 
w’’as not in the Chair and when Mr Satyamurti 
voted, he (meaning Mr Satyamurti) was not m the 
Chair and ruled that not being in the Chair when 
he voted he had a right to vote 
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After further discussion, Mr Deputy President stated - 

‘So far as the present occasion is concerned, it i& 
finished As regards future occasions, in the 
interests of the Honourable the Leader of the 
House, from his point of viev; it will be more 
welcome to have a decision bn this point from the 
President himself, because my opinion may after 
all be biassed Therefore, we will have a rulmg 
from the President himself’ 

Thereupon the Leader of the House, when I returned 
to the House, asked for my ruling for purposes of 
future guidance and also for purpose of record I 
do not quite understand what he meant by the last 
suggestion, that is, ‘for purposes of record’, because 
the record will be of the facts as they happened 
But if he meant by that that I should pronounce 
whether the vote given by Mr Deputy President 
was valid or not, then I hold that, according to the 
established practice of this House, Mr Deputy 
President having given his ruling that his vote was 
valid no appeal hes to me as President, and there 
can be no question of my reviewing or reversing 
his ruling, so that his vote must stand on the 
records So far, therefore, as I am concerned, that 
particular matter must be taken to be settled by 
the ruling of Mr Deputy President who was in the- 
Chair at that time 

For purposes of ‘future occasions’, however, I will deal 
now with the two questions that have been raised ’ 
before me But before I do so I may mention that 
the Deputy President is elected to his office by the 
Members and according to the convention and 
practice that has prevailed hitherto, he is entitled 
to exercise all the rights of speech and vote which 
any other Member of the House enjoys I have 
always borne this fact in mind in calling upon him 
to take the Chair during my absence and have en- 
deavoured to see that his desire to speak or vote 
on any question, in which he feels himself especially 
interested is not frustrated, as far as it can be 
helped 
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Similarlyj in the case of the four Members, who are 
nominated to the Panel of Chairmen by the Presi- 
c dent and who are generally persons occupying 
pidmment positions in their Parties, the President 
or the Deputy President, as the case may be, has 
to bear this fact in mind whenever he requests any 
of them to take the Chair 


Rule 3 lays down that ‘anyone of the Panel of Chair- 
men may preside over the Assembly in the absence 
of the President and Deputy President, when so 
requested by the President or, in his absence, by 
the Deputy President’ The word ‘absence’ here 
has always been understood — and rightly so — to 
mean absence from the House The next question 
is whether the Ayes’ and ‘Noes’ lobbies are part of 
the House durmg a division Although both Mr 
Bhulabhai Desai, the Leader of the Opposition, and 
Mr M S Aney, the Leader of the Nationahst Party 
strenuously contended otherwise I have no hesita- 
tion in holdmg that at least from the moment the 
voting has commenced until it has ceased, the ‘Ayes’ 
and ‘Noes’ lobbies, to which no strangers are allowed 
access and which are accessible only from the 
Chamber durmg that period are an integral part 
of the House, where the Members discharge their 
responsibility of recording their votes The result, 
therefore, is that while the voting is going on, the 
Deputy Piesident is debarred from putting a 
Member on the Panel of Chairmen in the Chair m 
order to record his vote, for he would still be m the 
House and according to Rule 3, it is only when he 
IS going to be absent from the House that he can 
request a ChairmcUi to take the Chair 

The next question on which I am asked to express my 
opinion IS What will happen in the event of an 
equality of votes as contemplated m section 63D(4) 
of the Government of India Act in circumstances 
similar to those of the present case, i e , if the 
Deputy President or a Member on the Panel of 
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Chairmen having recorded his vote was m the Chair 
at the time of division That section says ‘ 

‘All questions in either chamber shall be determined 
by a majority of votes of members present other 
• than the presiding member, who shall, however, 
have and exercise a casting vote in the case of an 
equality of votes ’ 

This expressly debars the piesidmg Member from voting 
on a division, but he is given a casting yote — not 
a second vote — which he is bound to exercise, in 
the case of an equality of votes The result is that 
the Deputy President or a Member on the Panel of 
Chairmen, as the case may be, who has already 
recorded his vote, is precluded by clear implication 
from presiding at the bme of division — say, at the 
least, when the voting has concluded and the result 
of the division is to be announced — as he would not 
be in a position to determine the question at issue 
by his casting vote if there happened to be an 
equality of votes 

“I ought to mention that Mr Bhulabhai Desai objected 
to my expressing any opinion in the matter at all 
even for purposes of future guidance, as the facts 
had happened while the Deputy President was in 
the Chair and he had given his ruling But it must 
be borne in mind that the facts upon which the 
question has arisen could only happen while the 
Deputy President is in the Chair and no precedent 
was available, as no such thing had occurred 'before 
in the history of the Assembly, and the Deputy 
President himself, recognising the constitutional 
and practical importance of the questions that were 
raised before him, very rightly and properly invited 
a ‘ruling’ — perhaps, more accurately, an expression 
of opinion — from me for purposes of ‘future 
occasions’ 

Even independently of the desire expressed by Mr 
Deputy President, I consider it desirable that the 
House should have the opinion of the President on 
these questions, and I am supported in this by what 
the Speaker of the House of Commons said on 4th 
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July, 1912, m answer to an objection similar to that 
now raised by the Leader of the Opposition lie 
said 

'It may be that the Speaker is not a Court of Appeal 
from the Chau man of Ways and Means, but, on 
the other hand there may be occasions on which 
it IS desirable that the House may wish to have 
the opinion of the Speaker v/ith rcj'ard to jhc 
construction of the Standinf( Order and noi 
particularly in reference to •'vbdt oeeuii^^d in 
Committee hut in reference to what may occur 
in tie House too I see no objection’ — (JJou<f 
of Commons DebatC' 1012. Vol XL Coi 
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President after con^idcr'ng the oo'nt ruled Die next da\ ns 
iollov s 

With reference to the matter which wac b'ought to 
m; notice \estorda\ b\ Pandit Krishna Kant 
Mnla\i>a'I have made enquiries as to v hat happen 
cd when the di\ision was called 1 understand 
that in certain rooms there is a division boll and 
that bell is tested e\er\ morning whether it is n 
order or not becau:>e. complaints have somctimts 
been received that it goes out of ordci Hovovor. 
It is not vei\ often that it goes out of oidei As 
Honouiable Members a’'c well aware u is for ‘lieu 
own convenience' thil this device has been adopted 
and on the V holt it has worl ed satisfactoiilv So 
fai as I am av arc verv seldom have complaints 
oeen made that tin ariangcmenl does not voik 
sntisfaelonlv I c m realise that in sonn eisfs 
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S 545 ) He at once pointed that it could not be a 
point of order but that he would order an enquiry 
as to what had happened ’ — L A Deb , 16 Sep- 
tember, 1938 pp 2579, 2613-15 and 17 September 
1938 pp 2619-20 

281 Division Manner of taking I^ames need not be 

RECORDED 

On a closure motion the President af^er counting the 
Members saying ‘Aye’ and ‘No’, declared 'that the motion 
"had been adopted, whereupon a member sa-d that some of 
the members were very keen on havrag a proper division 
50 that their names could be recorded- 3a: the President 
pointed out that it had often been ruled in the Assembl v 
following the practice of the British ParuErnent that it ■"^as 
Tiot necessary to take down the names. _ae member ’"anted 
to know how many the ‘Ayes' aud v’ere bu< *he 

President said it was not necessam-, tm: he had con side rea 
the matter very carefullj- aim laid f:~n that the name*, 
meed not be recorded — L A. Dsr- I .--.^gust 1943 p 770 
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of the British House of Commons in the matter. 
There if the Speaker or the Chairman is of the 
opinion that the Division is unnecessarily claimed, 
he takes the vote of the House or the Committee 
b> calling upon the Members who support and 
who challenge his decision to rise m their places 
and theieupon as he thirks fit either declares the 
(letermination of the House or the Committee or 
names telleis for a Division (House of Commons 
Standing Order 31) The number of the voters is 
not even announced to the House by the Speakei 
who simply announces the decision In the 
Assembly however some Members have at times' 
shown a keen desire in such cases to have the 
names taken dow n of those v ho voted for them oi 
against them and on two oi three occasions the 
Piesident acceded to the demand But on ipvesti- 
gating the matter further in 1939 I found that the 
piactice generalh in the Assembly was in accord- 
ance with that of the House of Commons that is 
not to iccoid the names of voters and I have e\ei 
since acted accordingly It is obvious that other- 

V ise the vci\ object of this method of taking votes 
would be fiustrated The Piesident would not 
depart from the oidinaiy method of having votes 
lecorded in the Division Lobbies unless he w'as 
satisfied in anv paiticulai case that theie was a 
clear prepondeiance of ooinion in suppoit of his 
declaiation and against the challengeis ’ — L A 
Deb 3 November 1943 pp 26-27 

283 Division Division Lobiw Entivv of Enicutive 

Council LORS V'HO nRI AIFMBIRS OF THF COUNCIL OF 
StATI DORINC, VOTING 

On a cjuestion being raised in a letter addressed to the 
Pic‘'’dent by a Member whether it v'as in ordei for 
Honou.abic Members of the E ccutive Council who were 
Members of the Council of State to be present in the Di\i- 
cion Lobb> at the time the voting was in progies-, on the 
5 !) February 1947 the President ruled — 

Not ’ ithstanding the fact that an Honourable Minister 

V ho 's a Member of the Council of State lias a 
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right of attending and addressing the House he 
has no right of voting, and theiefoie though the 
Lobbies are an integral part of the House to enable 
the Members of the Assembly to discharge their 
lesponsibility of recording their votes an Honour- 
able Ministei who is a Member of the Council of 
State having no right to vote in this y^ssembly 
cannot have any access to the lobbies while voting 
IS going on In pursuance of the direction of the 
Piesident to the ‘AYES’ and ‘NOES’ to go lespec- 
tively to the Right and Left Lobbies only ‘Aves’ 
and ‘Noes’ I'e Members of the Assembly who have 
a right to vote aie entitled to go therein and none 
who IS not a Member of the Assembly has any 
light to entei or be present in Lobbies while an> 
Division IS in progress’ — L A Deb. 14 Febiuaiy 
1947 pp 628-29 

FINANCE BILL 
General 

84 FiNANCb Bill Scope of Discussion Review^ of 

\DMIMSTRATION IN ORDER 

In the course of his speech on the Finance Bill Pandit 
lirdav Nath Kunziu inferred at length to the question of 
\poit dutv on hides v hen Sir Basil Blackett pointed out 
lat the particular question had already been settled in a 
’CMous debate 

The Piesident ruled On the Finance Bill the whole 
administration comes undei ie\iew and it is \er% 
diflicult to lule this out I would howe\cr ask 
the Honouiable Members not to reonen the question 
which has bcenyfull}> discussed — L \ Deb 24 
Maich 1927 p 2717 

So FinwcfBiil Consideration Motion Scopf of discls- 
hioN on 

Dm mg the discussion on he Finance Bill Pand't 
V- shna Kant Mala\iva pioceedcd to refer to the European 
\ ar and the blockade of German-' "hen the Pre'^iden' 
atenened and noinled out 
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“The Honourable Member must realise that on this 
Finance Bill he can discuss any action of the 
Government of India m any manner he chooses, 
but not any action of the Government m England 
The Honourable Member should not go out- 
side India He must confine himself to the 
administration of the Government of India and to 
the Finance Bill ” 

The Member then went on to discuss Pakistan and 
National Autonomous States, whereupon the President re- 
minded him that the Mefiiber must confine his criticism 
fo tlie action of the Government of India and not ^scuss 
other peoples’ words and policies and added 

“So long as the Honourable Member confines himself 
fo a discussion of the Finance Bill or the adminis- 
tration of the Government of India, he is in ordei, 
not otherwise ” 

The Member contmuing to talk in the same strain, the 
President said he would have to ask him to discontinue 
bis speech if he went on like that The speech was dis- 
(Continued — L A Deb , 28 March, 1940, pp 1884-92 

;286 Finance Bill Courtesy of Debate Presence of 

Government Members during discussion of 

During the discussion of the Finance Bill, Sir Muham- 
mad Yamin Khan brought to the notice of the Chair that 
most of the Members of the Executive Council were absent 
during the discussion while all kinds of subjects were being 
discussed The President remarked 

■“As regards all the Members of the Executive Council 
being present here, the Ohair does not think that 
is practicable, and it has never been the practice 
As regards any arrangements being made by 
Government for proper notes being taken of the 
debate, so that the different Members may know 
what has been said with reference to the working 
of their Departments, the Chair has no doubt that 
some arrangements are made”, 

/ 
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and added 

“The Chair is reminded that there is only one ruhng 
(L A Deb 19 March 1934 pp 2502-06) on this 
subject, and that is of Mr President, Sir Shan- 
mukham Chetty, — not that all the Members of the 
(government should be present but that some 
arrangements should be made and that there should 
be somebody here on behalf of the Government to 
take notes and watch the proceedmgs Barring 
that, the Chair is not aware of any other ruhng 
and the practice, so far as it is aware has never 
been that every Memiber of the Government is 
present dunng these discussions But as the Chair 
has said already, arrangements should be made that 
some responsible Member or person on behalf of 
the Government should watch the proceedings and 
take notes of what is going on ” — L A Deb 17 
March 1939, pp 2297-98 


Scope of Discussion 
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when the President intervened and pointed out that “it 
has been ruled over and over again that Honourable 
Members cannot go over the railway budget when discus- 
sing the Finance Bill L A Deb , 18 March, 1941, pp 1954- 
95 

/ 

289 Finance Bill Scope of discussion Repetition of 

ARGUMENTS ADVANCED IN GENERAL BUDGET DEBATE AND 

Demands for Grants not allow'ed 

• 

Duiing the debate on the Indian Finance Bill on 22nd 
March 1944 observing that the debate had been going on 
for three full days and was entering the fourth day, the 
Presideht said 

“I must also mention that theie is a feeling in the House, 
I am informed, that there had been a certain amount 
of repetition and irrelevant matter in some of the 
speeches I must confess that there has been some 
repetition and some talk Avhich was not wholly 
relevant to the Finance Bill even having regard to 
the large scope that has been allowed in such 
debates in practice 

X must also point out that even in a debate of this 
nature, that is on the Fmance Bill Honourable 
Members are not expected to repeat arguments 
which have already been advanced either by them- 
selves or by others, not only on the Finance Bill 
itself but also in the :^dget Debate — that is 
General consideration as well as Demands for 
Grants This has been the limitation laid down 
hitherto and has regulated the practice of this 
House As regards the scope of the Debate on the 
Finance Bill, as I have said it is fairly wide, it 
may cover not only all relevant matters so far as 
the Bill IS concerned but also matters of general 
administration for which the Government of India 
is responsible Matters other than these do not 
come within the scope of this debate ” — L A Deb ^ 
22 March, 1944, pp 1414-15 
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290 Finance Bill Amendments Not in order if propose 

INCREASE IN TAXATION PROPOSALS FOR INCREASE IN TAXA- 
TION CAN BE BROUGHT FORWARD ONLY BY GOVERNMENT 

Acts not recited in Bill not open to amendment ' 


Before the clauses of the Fmance Bill were taken up 
for consideration, Sir Malcolm Hailey, on behalf of the 
Finance Member, asked for a ruling on the admissibility 
of amendments proposing mcreased taxation and of amend- 
ments to Acts not mentioned m the Finance Bilk 


The President ruled “There are really two points of 
order oefore the House The first raises the ques- 
tion of the scope of the Finance BiU and the 
amendments which will be m order in respect of 
its scope The Fmance Bill recites the Acts pro- 
posed to be amended Acts not there recited will 
not be open to amendment by the House 


The second point is the question whether amendments 
proposmg increases m taxation wtU be in order 
The point raised by Dr Gour seems to me to be 
one for legal argument and interpretation as to 
whether a measure, in the wor^ of the Statute 
must be held to cover an amendment or not On 
that I am not prepared to propoimce but if it were 
held that the word ‘measure* did mclude amend- 
ment, then I think the Cnpr would ha\e to rule 
that that section could no: be reld to applj to tee 
ordinary process of amencireni because m that case 
it will not only rule ou" mo'ions to increase a 
but also motions to reduce lu Therefore I pu: thn 
on one side 


There being nothmg in me 
relating to amendmen:; 
ing increases of taxer: 
back upon the prccei_r 
upon w^hich th^ prreed 
obvious that me mm>er 
confer the ssrie pr-rers 
regardmg the fery and 
revenues wirm ft f3elf 
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of Commons nor the Legislative Assembly is em- 
powcied to mcicase a demand for a grant The 
, House of Commons is equallj foi bidden to increase 

a ta' That general principle has been laid dov n 
man\ times, and 1 think, that it is one v.hich we 
ought to appl> here Therefore those amendments 
which piopobc increases of taxation will not be in 
order 

It IS not that the proposals are excluded from discus- 
sion, but that thc% cannot be moved on a motion 
of a non-ofTicial Memoer That is m strict accord 
with pailiamentary practice in the House of Com- 
mons w here a motion to propose an increase of tax 
must be made b^ a Minister of the Crown ’ 

A Member inquiring whethci amendments transferring 
an item from one part of the schedule to another which 
■would ha\c the effect of increasing the dut\ would be in 
order — • 

The President ruled that tho\ v ould not be in order — 
L A Deb 19 March 1923 pp 3718-19 

291 Finance Bill Amendments In order if total effect 
IS reduction of taxation 

Mr Sitaramara]U sought to move an amendment to the- 
postal rates in the Finance Bill which increased the rates- 
in one particular and decreased the rates in another, w'hen 
it was pointed out that the net effect was to increase the- 
rates and as such the orevious 'sanction of the Governor 
\ Geneidl was necessary It w'as how'ever admitted on behalf 
of the Go\einment that the total result of the amendment 
would be to i educe taxation, w’^hereupon, — 

The Piesident ruled that under the circumstances the 
amendment would be in order — A. Deb, 22' 
March 1933, pp 2381-83 

292 Fin'an’ce Bill Amentments seeking to retain the 
status quo in order 

t 

On the 22nd March 1934 Mr Vidya Sagar Pandya- 
moved the deletion of sub-clause (2) of clause 3 of the- 
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Finance Bill, which proposed to lemove the export duty 
on hides A Member objected that this would have the 
effect of incieasmg taxation and as such could not be moved 

V ithout the previous sanction of the Governor General 

The President, holding the amendment in order, ruled 
“Amendments which seek to retain the status quo 
are in order” — L A Deb 22 March, 1934, p 2583, 

293 Finance Bill Amendments Scope of 

On taking up clause 7 of the Finance Bill a Member 

V anted to add a proviso to section 14 of the Indian Income- 
tax Act 1922 by adding a sub-clause to clause 7 of the 
Finance Bill, the Piesident observed that an amendment, in. 
so far as it attempted to alter the method of assessment of 
income-tax, was not in order under the Finance Bill — A, 
Deb , 17 March 1925, p 2556 

294 Finance Bill Amendments Negative, out of order 

« 

"WTien the Finance Bill was taken up for consideration, 
clause by clause, and when clause 2, relating to the fixation 
of duty on salt, was taken up, the President observed, 

“There are, I find, amendments to clause 2 Amend- 
ments Nos 1”^ and 2f seem to be out of order, as 
they are in the negative of the onginal proposition. 
The Honourable Members may oppose the clause ’ 
— L A Deb , 27 March, 1946, p 3037 

Third Readmg 

295 Finance Bill Third Reading Scope of discussion 

ON 

On the third readmg of the Finance Bdl, a Member 
proceeded to refer to examinations in the Benares and 
Aligarh Umversities, whereupon the Presiaent remarked: 

“There is nothmg about Universities m this Bill Tcls 
IS the third reading stage Discussion of fci* 


•B\ Pandit Tliakurdn'! Bharga\ Th't •'laus'* 2o''tI— c— '''' 
omitted and tlie Subsequent clauEos b" r' n aeeordinsV 

+By Babu Bam Narajan SinsJi ‘Ti it c!aj s" 2 of tli" Bill b,* 
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character may be allowed in the general considera- 
tion of the Finance Bill but not at this stage The 
Honourable Member must confine himself to the 
Bill as it has been accepted by the House He can- 
not go beyond that L A Deb 29 March, 1940, 
pp 1962-63 

GALLERIES OF THE HOUSE 

296 Galleries of the House Press Gallery Power of . 

President to refuse or withdraw passes to Press 

Gallery 

On the 7th March 1935, the Leader of the House drew 
attention to certain proceedings of the Assembly which 
had been misreported in the Press when a Member asked 
if there was any remedy agamst misreporting of speeches 
in the Assembly The President observed 

“The only remedy that the Chair knows of at present 
is that the President issues p^ses to the press 
gallery and in case of any serious misconduct it is 
certainly within the power of the President to 
refuse or withdraw any pass that has been issued 
Beyond that the Chair is not prepared to say whe- 
ther the President has any other power But in this 
case the Chair does not tlunk it necesary to take any 
such extreme step”, 

and added 

“Before I ask Honourable Members to proceed to the 
discussion of the demands for grants, I -wish to make 
it clear that when, in answer to a question raised 
by the Leadei of the House, I said that m this parti- 
cular case which was brought to my notice, of mis- 
representation of what the Chair had said, I did 
not want to take any action I omitted to explain 
that I did not want to take any action in the present 
case because it is the first bffence of the kind that 
has been brought to my notice And I want als^ 
to make it clear to the House and to the press that 
if any such offence is repeated that is to say, the 
proceedings of this House are in any way deliber- 
' ately misrepresented in the Press, the Chair will 
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certainly use all its powers in order to put a stop 
to it ” — L A Deb , 7 March, 1935, pp 1781-82 and 
1813 

297 Galleries of the House Visitors’ Gallery No 

QUESTION CAN BE RAISED TC CANCELLATION BY THE PRESIDENT 
OF PASSES FOR 

On the 20th September 1935, after question time the 
President made the following remarks regarding certain 
gallery passes 

^‘I have to inform the House that I have received a 
letter fiom the Honourable Member, Pandit Sri 
Krishna Dutta Paliwal, saying that he wishes to 
I raise the question as to the cancellation of certain 
passes to the galleries of this House under my 
orders I cannot allow such a question being raised 
I may, however, inform -the House that I acted in 
the discharge of my responsibility in that matter 
upon the information that I received for the safety 
of the House, and I may also inform the House that 
there have been very few cases in which I have had 
to cancel passes already issued ” — L A Deb , 20 
September, 1935, p 1414 

“298 Galleries of the House Visitors’ Gallery Occupa- 
;rioN OF seat in the Visitors’ Gallery by a Member for 
ANY length of TIME NOT DESIRABLE 

A certain Member after making a speech went and occu- 
pied a seat m the Visitors’ Gallery Reference was made 
to him m a subsequent speech and it was pointed out that 
he was sitting in the Visitors’ Gallery 

The President observed “I take this opportunity of 
informing Honourable Members that the Visitors’ 
Gallery is intended for Visitors and that it is not 
desirable that any Honourable Member should go 
and occupy any seat in the Gallery for any length 
of time ” — A Deb , 22 February, 1927, p 1153 

:299 Galleries of the House Visitors* Gallery Refer- 
ence TO PRESENCE OF STRANG^s' IN THE VISITORS’ GaLLERY 
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I^OT IN ORDER 

On a Merriber lefeiring in the course of his speech to 
the presence of persons in the galleries of the Assembly, — 

The P^’esident luled that such references were out of 
order, and said “This is the second time that refer- 
ence has been made to the presence of persons in. 
the gallery, who, from the point of view of the 
Chair, are invisible ” — L A Deb , 1 February, 1922, 
p 2095 

GOVERNOR GENERAL 

300 Governor General Address to the Assembly under:- 

SECTION 63B (3) OF THE GOVERNMENT OF INDIA ACT 

Circular in connection with such address 

On the 13th September, 1935, the President made the- 
following remarks m connection with a question by Mr 
Sri Prakasa as to the authority under which circulars ■are' 
issued by the Secretarj' of the Assembly m connection with^ 
the address of the Governor General to the Assembly 

“Honourable Members are aware that His Excellency 
the Governor General will address the Members of' 
the Indian Legislature on Monday, the 16th Sep- 
tember, 1935’ at 11 o’clock in this Chamber In 
connection with the said address the Secretary of 
the Legislative Assembly has issued Circular No 
LXXII dated the 21st August, 1935, informing: 
Members about the dress which is to be worn on 
the occasion He has also suggested therein that 
Honourable Members should arrive at the Chamber 
by a specified time Mr Sri Prakasa has given 
notice of a question asking under what authonty" 
such Circulars are issued by the Secretary and has 
also informed the Chair that there are several other 
Honourable Members who are also interested in 
this matter The question referred to is not admis- 
sible as it relates to a matter which is not pnmanly 
the concern of the Governor General in Coimcil, 
but I think it desirable to make a statement in the 
House to clarify the position 

Under sub-section (3) of section 63-B of the Govern- 
ment of India Act. the Governor General has the 
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light of addressing the Legislative Assembly andL 
may for that purpose require the attendance of its 
Members In exercise of this right, the Governor 
General, by a written order fixes the place, date 
and time of the Address which is communicated to 
Honourable Members by the Secretary of the Legis- 
lative Assembly Under instructions from Hjs- 
Excellency, the Mihtary Secretary informs the 
Secretary of the Assembly as to the dress which 
should be worn by Honourable Members on the 
occasion of the Address, and the Secretary of the 
Assembly commimicates these instructions to Mem- 
bers through a circular The Secretary in such 
cases merely acts as a medium between the Gover- 
nor General and the Members of the Assembly just 
as the Secretary of the Council of State does as 
far as the Council of State is concerned I may 
also point out that the Legislative Assembly Depart- 
ment is included in the portfoho of the Governor 
General 

Honourable Members are aware that the traffic outside 
the Assembly Bmlding is regulated by the Pohce 
who are under the admmistrative control of the 
Local Government With a view to avoidmg 
congestion of traffic at the tune of His Excellency’s 
arrival at the Assembly Buildmg on the day of 
the Address, the pohce always issue special ms- 
tructions to close all avenues and approaches to the 
Buildmg before 11 am In order that the Honour- 
able Members may not be put to any mconvemence 
on account of police mstructions regardmg the 
regulation of traffic outside, the Secretary in his 
Circular suggests to them that they should arrive 
at the Chamber by a particular time 

I maj' inform Honourable Members that the procedure 
of issmng such a Circular to Members of the Legis- 
lative Assembly is not a new one, but has been 
followed smce 1921 and no objection whatsoever- 
has been taken before ” — L A Deb , 13 September, 

, 1935, p 986 
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oOl Governor General Address to the Assembly tjnder 
SECTION 63B(3) OF THE GOVERNMENT OF INDIA ACT 
Whether part of the Assembly Proceedings or not 
Standing Order 75 

A question was asked if speeches delivered by the 
Governor General to the Legislature were part of the 
Assembly Proceedings and if not why they were printed 
in the Assembly debates The President explaining the 
position said 

“As regards this point I want to make the position 
quite clear At least one of my predecessors in 
office (Sir Frederick Whyte) was distinctly of the 
opmion that when the Governor General addresses 
the Members of the Assembly or of the Assembly 
and the Council of State together under section 
63-B (3), that is not a meeting of the Assembly or 
a ‘Joint Sitting’ of the two Chambers, and that a 
meeting of the Assembly is only duly constituted 
when President has taken the Chair This was 
laid down in connection with the question whether 
a new Member may attend ivithout having taken 
the oath I am aware that the Presidents of some 
Provincial Legislative Councils have expressed 
a different view, but I am inclined to agree with 
Sir Frederick 'VS^yte 

The next question, therefore ivhether the President 
acting under Standing Order 75 can direct that 
the Address of the Governor General so delivered 
be included in the Proceedings of the Assembly 
must be answered in the negative At the same 
time it has been the uniform practice from the 
commencement of this Assembly to include the 
Address of the Governor General in the Proceed- 
ings of the Assembly and no question has hitherto 
been raised as to its propriety It is alSo obvious 
that a full and authentic report of the' Address 
should be made available to the Members in a 
convenient form as soon as practicable, for its 
importance as beanng on the course of future 
legislation in the Assembly and the general policy 
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of the Government cannot be denied And it might 
well have been thought that the President m order' 
to enable the Members to discharge their duties 
properly could, in the exercise of his administrative 
powers as the Head of the Assembly Department, 
autboiise the pubhcation of such speeches as part 
of the pioceedmgs of the Assembly Having regard 
to these considerations I do not propose to alter 
the established practice in this connection unless 
the House clearly expresses a desire to that effect 
by appropriate motion ” — L A Deb , 16 September) 
1936, pp 1142-43 

302 Govlrnor General Presentation of address to Can 

ONLl BE MADE At TER MOTION IS MADE AND CARRIED IN THE 

Assembly Rule 24A governs all motions not other- 
wise PROVIDED FOR 

On the 17th Novembei 1943, Mr Sami Vencatachelam 
Chetty laised a point of oidei on the President’s refusal to 
peimit him to make a motion under Standing Ordei 74, to 
send a communication to the Governoi General The Presi- 
dent observed 

“(Standing Ordei 74) only provides the machinery for 
communication once the motion is made and passed 
It only says that communications from the Assem- 
bly to the Governor General shall be made by 
formal address after motion made and cai ned in the 
Assembly ” 

Mr Chetty further contended that Rule 24A did not 
govern his proposed motion The President pointed out that 
Rule 24A governed all motions, not otherwise provided for 
and luled 

“The Honourable Member’s contention is that Rule 24A 
does not apply to the motion which was sought to 
be made by him, but I do not know of any other 
rule which would allow such a motion to be made 
This is a matter of general pubhc interest — there is 
no doubt about that, and therefore I think it is clear 
that the Honourable Member must comply with 
Rule 24A and since the Government Member has 
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refnsed his consent to this motion being moved, the 
motion could not be allowed ” — L A Deb , 17 Nov- 
ember, 1943, pp 440-41 

HALF AN HOUR DISCUSSION 

303 Half an hour Discussion Members wishing to parti- 
cipate IN — SHOULD GIVE NOTICE QUESTIONS FOR CLARIFI- 
CATION CANNOT BE PUT DURING 

During the half an hour debate on the 24th March 1950, 
"while Shri Mohan Lai Saksena was replying to the debate, 
many hon Membeis wanted to participate m the discussion 
-and rose in their seats whereupon the Speaker observed 

“Hon Members who wish to participate m the discus- 
sion ought, under the Rules, to give notice The 
rule is specific on that This discussion is not in- 
tended to oe analogous to a question being answer- 
ed I have received notices from two othei 

hon Members, and I must give them a chance 
within the time at our disposal Other hon Mem- 
oeis will not be in a position to participate in tne 
discussion but they may take advantage' of the dis- 
cussion and table motions for further discussion if 
they dike ' 

Shri Deshbandhu Gupta then enquned if supplement- 
«aries could be put for clarification 

The bpeaker observed 

i think I must rule that out sternly othei wise under 
the guise of clarification every Member will try to 
put in questions and take part in the discussion 
The rule is very clear If the House feels 

that any alteration in the Rules is necessary I am 
going to appoint a Rules Committee, w'here the rule 
may be changed and the scope of the discussion 
widened The present provision is that it is open 
to those who take interest in the subject, to give 
notice and then participate in the discussion — 
Parliamentary Deb , Part II, 24 March, 1950, p 2110 
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^04 List of Business Non-official day Adjourned 

DEBATE ON NON-OFFICIAL RESOLUTION NOT BALLOTED TO 

BE SET DOWN AFTER BALLOTED RESOLUTIONS 

On the refusal of the Government to give a further offi- 
cial day for the continuance of the debate on the non-offiCial 
_Resolution regarding the Bengal Criminal Law Amendment 
Ordmance, the Chair was requested to set down the adjourn- 
ed debate on the next non-oflicial Resolution day, namely, 
rthe 5th February, 1925 

In connection with this request the President said 

“It would be improper on my part m response to any 
request from the House to upset the established 
order of the ballot when the ballot has been held 
and the control of busmess for that day passes out 
of the hands of the Chair and the ordei on the List 
of Busmess for that day must be set down as it 
emerges from the ballot ” The President, however, 
agreed to set down the adjourned debate on the 
Bengal Ordinance Resolution as the last item on 
the List of Busmess for the 5th February and point- 
ed out that this adjourned debate could only be 
taken up if those Members who had drawn places in 
the ballot and were in charge of their Resolutions 
either absented themselves from the Chamber when 
their names were called or rose in their places and 
said thpt they withdrew the Resolutions With- 
drawal of a Resolution m that way left the Honour- 
able Member who had drawm the ballot foi that 
Resolution perfectly free to put it in for another 
ballot ” — ^L A Deb 28 January, 1925, pp 420 — ^22 
and 30 January, 1925, pp 481-^4 

t30j List of Business Non-official Bills day Motions 

FOR introduction OF BiLLS NoT ALLOWED TO BE MOV^D 

BEFORE OTHER ITEMS APPEARING IN THE AGENDA STANDING 

Order 7A(2) 

On the 2nd August, 1934 a non-official Bills day a Mem- 
ber sugesled that precedence might be given to cei tain items 
^ (introduction of Bills) w'hich appeared after other items as 
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othcMwisc Ihoic was no possibilily of thor being i cached 
dunng ilie Session 

The Piesident did not accept the suggestion and re- 
maikcd * As a matter of fact, the Ifonburable 
Mcmbei may lemembei that this request was once 
made on a picvious occasion and it was not acced- 
ed to bv the Chair Of couise, on an occasion 
previous to that, a loouesl of a similar nature v,as 
acceded to by tlie Chan but on iliac occasion the 
Chan pointed out that if it was tlie desire of the 
House that motions foi leave to intioducc must tal-e 
picccdence the House might take steps to amend 
the St.inding Oiders accordingly The House has 
not showm any inteicst at ail to move m that direc- 
tion and the Chair thinks in the light of ah this 
it will not be lustilied in accenting such a nroce- 
duic ' — L \ Deb 2 August. 1934 p 917 

306 List of Businlss Non-inclusion Ls List oi Blslness 

01- MATTERS OF W'HICII NOTICES WERE RECEIVED FROM 

MEMIURS OF A PARTY VVIIICII HAD OFFICIALLY WITHDRAWN 

FROM Assembly for ri-st or session 

On the 30th Octobei 1941 the Piesident made the fol- 
lowing announcement 

‘ On the 28th October, the Leader of the Muslim League 
Party in the Legislative Assembly announced on 
behalf of his Paity that the Party had decided to 
withdiaw’ from the House during the piesent 
autumn session to legistcr their protest against 
certain decisions in connection with the present 
composition of the Executive Council and the Con- 
stitution of the Defence Council, and after making 
his statement he along with his Party withdrew' 
from the House In view of this announcement, T 
have directed the office not to take anv action on the 
questions, resolutions bills, adjournment motions 
or any other matter connected with the proceedings 
of the cuiient session of the Assembly of wnich 
notices have been received or may be received fiom 
the members of the Muslim League Paity during' 
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this session No lesolution of a member of that 
Party which has secured a place m the ballot or 
any pending Bill which is in charge of a member 
of that Party or any question by a member of that 
Party will be included m the List of Business dur- 
ing this session If, however, the Party as a whole 
or any individual member of it intimates to the 
Secretary m writing their or his intention to attend 
the session later on, this order will cease to have 
effect from that date so far as the Party as a whole 
or the individual member is concemed, as the case 
may be ” — L, A Deb 30 October, 1941, p 2b8 

MEMBERS 

307 Members Speeches Written Reading out or. 

Permissible under Standing Order 27 

Dr H S Gour moving on behalf of another Member a 
Resolution regardmg establishment of a Supreme Court m 
India proceeded to read out from a written speech when a 
Member objected and asked if “speak” included the reading 
of a written speech under Standing Order 27 

The President ruled “The word ‘speak’ in the Stand- 
ing Order must be held to cover all forms of nt~er- 
ance ’ — L A Deb 17 February, 1925 pp 1153-o2. 

308 Members Nominated Resolution fo? a coz.LL'rrrsz 

AaIENDMENT AVTTH a VIEAV to COKFI’.'E iSEirSUESHT? TO 

elected Members only Disallov/ed. 
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would be that the House would be asked to recom- 
mend to the Governor General in Council that only 
elected Members should be appointed to the com- 
mittee w Inch IS souglit by this Resolution There 
have been rulings on the point as this matter nas 
been considered moie than once before and the rul- 
ing has been both by my predecessor in c/Tice and 
b}, m^sel£ that the House should not be askea to 
make any recommendation by which a distmction 
is made between the elected and non-elected Mem- 
bers of the House depriving the non-elected T*Ieri- 
beis of the privileces which they othenvi^e are 
entitled to undc’ the conslitut’on Mr Satyamurti 
V ith Ins usual vigour has urged upon me to re- 
consider the previous rulings and he has cited a 
statutory rule winch has been framed regarding 
the Public Accounts Committee by w hich only non- 
official Members of the House are to be elected to 
that committee But that is entirely by the order 
of Go\einment and ’t is not by any Resolution of 
this House I must follow the rulings m this res- 
pect and disallow tne amendment of Mr Satya- 
murti ’ — A Deb 2 September 1938, pp 153^^7 

309 Members Performance of nurv MeivObers eictering 

CHrtMBEK OBSTRUCTED r> LOBBT WaRNUNG BY CllAIR 

After question time on the 23rd Febrra"* IP’2 — 

The President made the following observ’'ations ou cer- 
tain representations that haa been made m Inm 
regarding obstruction of Members enteung the 
Chamber The Chair wishes to infonn the 
Honourable House that the. Leader of the Oppo':!- 
tion Sir Han Singh Gour complained to the Chair 
that on twm occasions when the afternoon settings 
of the Assembly^ had to be adjourned for want of a 
quoimm, organised efforts were maae by' some 
Members in the Lobby thereby' preventing other 
Members from entering the House 

The Chair considered that this is a serious complaint to 
make of interference with the normal business of 
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llic House and called upon Sir Han Sinyh Gour to 
finnish proofs in support of his alif jj.iuon' Sir 
Hau Singli Gour furnished the names of <omc 
Honouiable rvlembers v ho would support the ,ille- 
i^ations made The Chair addiCi'’ea kliCiS to llu se 
Members and has itcoived the 'r repl i no^ ra ' 
V ore also mace in other dir'^clions, ”111) thf rr ' ull 
th^t t.re Caair is sate/ird th i' tnen was inleiRr- 
'net ana on>’’'uet on in the Lohlr on tnc ' ta'o 
'jns V itn the ooject of on vi iJtin;4 Ila.ioiii,ihi< 

I Pt I '-cm entf nng tne Hoj' e 
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of two large parties from the Assembly for the session, the 
President would allow those seats to be occupied by other 
members The President observed 

“I shall consider this matter So far as the Congress- 
Membeis are concerned they have not given any 
formal notice, so far as I am aware, that they will 
not attend the sittings of the Assembly this session 
But certainly the Leader of the Muslim League 
Party gave us yesterday a formal notice that the 
Muslim League Party will not attend So far as 
their seats are concerned, I shall consider v’-hat I 
can do ” 

The seats were subsequently rearranged and some of the 
seats of the Muslim League Party were dotted to the Mem- 
bers of the next largest group and other groups w^ere also 
shifted — L A Deb , 29 October, 1941, pp 209-210 

311 Member Condolence on death of a sitting member 
IN the Chamber Assembly adjourned on the follow- 
ing day 

On the death of Mr K S Gupta, -a sitting Member, m 
the Assembly Chamber itself, on the 5th March, 1945, the 
Assembly was adjourned till the 6th March, when after 
condolence speeches had been made by the Leader of the 
House and the leaders of parties, the President observed 

"^.n incident like this very seldom happens and it has 
naturally cast a shadow over the Assembly 
Chamber I understand that imder the circum- 
stances it is the desire of Honourable Members of 
the Assembly that no business shall be transacted 
to-day, and I therefore adjourn the House till to- 
morrow ” (The Assembly was then adjourned till 
the 7th March 1945 ) — L, A Deb 6 March, 1945, 
p 1059 

312 Members Asked to leave chamber for obstruction, 
CANNOT re-enter CHAMBER FOR THE DAY 

On the 3rd November, 1944, a member who had been 
asked by the President to leave the House m the mommg, 
as he had been obstructmg the proceedings of the Assemb- 
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ly, took his seat in the House in the afternoon, when the 
‘Chairman s attention w as draw n to the matter he remarked 

"My attention has been diaun to an incident which 
happened cailier when the Piesident was presid- 
ine I lia\c the unpleasant duty of diawang the 
attention of Mi Kailash Biliaii Lall to Rule 17(2) 
Undci that Rule I am .ifiaid the Honouiablc Mem- 
ber cannot sit in the Chambei till the close of the 
da\ 1 am afraid 1 have no oution but to ask 

ihe Honouiablc Mcmbci to leave the Chambci ’ 

(The member then left the Chamber) — A Deb, 3 
Novembei, 1944 pp 234-35 

313 Member Tablinc an amendment absent when cailed 
B\ Ch\ir loses ins right to move later on 

4. Mombei who gave notice of an amendment to lefei the 
Bill to the Select Committee w'as absent w’hcn the Deputy 
Piesident called his name but he subsequently tuinsd up 
and sought to move his amendment the Deputy President 
obsci\ed that the Membei could not be pei milted to do so 
a"! he V as not in his seal when his name was called but 
that he could speak on the Motion — L A Deb 4 April 
194G p 3561 

314 Members Seating of Members should stick to 

THEIR OWN seats 

On the 21sl March 1950 duiing Question Hour w^hen 
Shn Joachim Alva rose to put a supplemcntarv question, 
■the Speakci did not allow him and observed 

“I find the Hon Member has changed his seat I do not 
propose to call upon Members w'ho change their 
seats Hon Members should stick to their own 
seats ’ 

The Speaker added 

‘ 1 do recognize that m the present set-up it is not possi- 
ble to allot each Member a particular seat but 1 
dc expect Members at least to sit in the block in 
w'hich they have been sitting” — ^Parliamentary 
Deb Part I 21 March 1950 pp 955-56 
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315 Members Disqualification of membership due to 

ABSENCE 

On the 19lh April, 1950, Shri Syamnandan Sahaya 
sought an interpretation of art 101(4) of the Constitution 
which disqualifies a member who is absent without permis- 
sion foi a period of sixty days The member enquired as to 
the period during which the absence was to be computed, 
uhether it was a session or the entire life of a Parliament 
in other words, if a member was absent for thirty dajs in a 
session, twenty days in the next and thirty days in the third, 
whether that was to be treated as an absence of sixty dajs. 

The Speakei after consulting the Law Minister stated 
that the absence should be a continuous absence to dis- 
qualify him — Pailiamentary Deb, Part 11, 19 April, 1950. 
p 3023 


MOTIONS 

316 Motions Cix be made only by Members of the 
Assembly 

Sir Muhammad Shafi the Law Member, moved an 
amendment to a Bill under discussion in the Assembly and 
a point of order being raised that he could not do so as he 
was not a Member of the Assembly, — 

The President upheld the objection — L A Deb 22 
March, 1923, pp 3894-96 

317 Motions Dilatory Discretion of Chair in accept- 
ing 

After the motion had been moved for the demand under 
Customs, Dr H S Gour moved the adjournment of the 
debate for three days to enable the Assembly to receive the 
promised despatch from the Secretary of State on a ques- 
tion raised that morning regardmg the Cabinet Committee 
to consider Indian affairs 

The President ruled 'The motion being one of dila- 
tory character it is for the Chair to accept it or not 
As the Honourable Member will have an opportun- 
ity of discussing the policy of the Government of 
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India on the motion that the Finance Bill be nov/ 
considered I think I had better suggest to birn not 
to move the motion to-day Refusal to alio// the 
monon to-day does not mean that the opportunity 
for considenng that matter vnW not an''e, and 
therefore I do not propose to accept the Honour- 
able Zviember s motiom — L A, Deb 10 Z/lareh 1024, 
p 1377 
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these amendments to rise in their places and move 
them immediately after the motion ^\as made — 
L A Deb 22 Februaij, 1943 p 481 

320 Moiion Admission by Speaker at an\ stage 

On the 1st March. 1950 during the discussion on the point 
of privilege laised b^ Shn Kamath as there was no formal 
motion foi discussion the Speaker allowed Shn Goenka to 
move the following motion 

“That in view ot the statements made by the hon the 
Piime Minister and the hon the l5eput\ Prime 
Minister on the point of privilege raised" by Shn 
H V Kamath in the House toda^, the matter be 
dropped ” 

Upon this Sliii Kamath raised a point of order m the 
follow'ing terms 

Mv hon friend Mr Goenka has brought this motion 
before the House suggesting that the matter raised 
by me this morning on the point of privilege might 
be dropped You Sir, w'eie good enough to obseiw^e 
]ust now that I had not moved any motion but had 
only raised a point of pn\nlege 

Now% the first question that arises m this connection 
wnth regard to the motion of Mr Goenka is how' far 
a formal motion made in connection wnth a matter 
raised on a point of privilege can be sustained under 
the rules made by you"^ That is the first aspect of 
the matter Tire second aspect of the point of 
Older IS this The matter that I raised this morn- 
ing is a basic point which goes to the fundamentals 
of this Parliament — it touches the privileges of 
Members of this House The point that arises in 
this connection is, w'hether a matter raised in this 
manner on a point of privilege can be decided — do 
not of course mean to say that it cannot be con- 
sidered — ^by a majority vote of the House I may 
cite an instance in point You w'ere good enough 
to tell the House some time ago that one of the 
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privileges of the House, that is to say, the one hour 
allotted for questions, could be dropped only by a 
unanimous vote of the House Even if one member 
objects to that, it could, not be dropped This, Sir, 
IS a much higher and much more important matter, 

I believe, which goes to the root of M P s’ privileges 
I would, therefore, like to know beforehand whe- 
ther you would allow this matter to be dropped by- 
a majority vote of the House, or by a unanimous 
vote of the House 

"The Speaker ruled 

Shri Goenkas motion refeis to the dropping of the 
matter As I find it it does not interfere with 
the right of the Chan to appoint a Committee of 
Privileges if the Chair is inclined to do so What- 
ever may be the decision of the House on this parti- 
culai matter I may at once make it clear that I 
have an idea of appointing a Committee of Privi- 
leges This pancular motion refers to the question 
which has arisen now as to whether this incident 
constitutes a bieach of privilege or not The Com- 
rmttee of Privileges, when constituted will neces- 
sarily take up such matters as aie referred to it 
and not any and every matter t^at is sought to be 
raised m regard to privileges The effect of the 
present motion of Mr Goenka is that this parti- 
cular question, the incident need not be referred 
to the Committee, in view of what has passed in 
the House and in view of the statements made by 
the hon the Leader of the House and the hon the 
Deputy Prime Minister 

I do not see why such a motion could not be moved It 
arises out of discussions and statements m the 
House and anj'^ matter of importance can be the 
subject of a motion and can be permitted by me to 
be taken up in the House That is one part so 5ar 
as the admissibility of the motion is concerned 

The hon Member Mr Kamath referred to the analogy 
of the question hour being dropped I believe in 
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the foimer pnit of wh.it I hn\c said I have made it 
.imolv clear lh.it the dropping of this matter or 
p.iiticulnt incident does not involve an> interfer- 
ence ciflK'i V itli the n/tht of the Chair or the right 
of the House — iiRht of the Chair to constitute a 
Committee and the right of the House or any 

' /'■ Member to/^nny question of Pnvilege In the 
mnttei of oucsimn hour n iinanimitj is insisted for 
the simple reason that when questions are asked, 
everv member vlio has pul questions has a right 
to saj that his question shall be pul and answered 
Unless therefore, there is unanimity among Mem- 
bers v\ho have put in questions, it becomes difficult 
to .accent the desire of cv'en a substantial majonty 
of the House because that v'ould result in the loss 
of the indiv idual Member’s right to pul his ques- 
tions apart from the right of putting supplemen- 
tarics Therefore, to mj mind, these two matters 
are not on the same level and there is a clear 
distinction betv con the two That is as regards 
the analogv v Inch he has given I do not think, 
therefore that this motion can be held by me to 
be not in order or one which cannot be brought 
before the House The hon Membei Mr Tjagi 
referred to instances Yes, theic are instances of 
that tvpc I have before me the sample of a 
motion 

“Moved to resolve that this House havnng heard the 
personal statement made b> the Lord Strabolgi at 
its sitting on Wednesday, Februarj' 12 1941, is of 
the opinion that it is not necessary to inquire fur- 
ther into the matters dealt with m his statement 

if 


1 wnll proceed to read 

“ but regrets that, having legard to the facts as 
presented in his own statement, he should hav^e 
failed to observe that standard of conduct in 
matters of this nature which the House expects of 
its Members” — Parliamentary Deb, Part H, 1 
March, 1950, pp. 1036-38 
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NOTICES 

3^1 Notices of amendments, etc Should be given in: 

PROPER FORM AND NOT ON SLIPS OF PAPERS 

On the 9th April, 1934, the President drew attention to- 
the practice of some Members in sendmg in notices of 
amendments on small slips of papers and asked Honourable 
Membeis to give notice of their amendments and other 
notices in a proper manner — Tu A Deb , 9 April, 1934, p- 
3423 

322 Notices Motions Notice of motions should be 

PROPERLY COMPLETED AND GIVEN IN TIME 

Aftei Prof N G Ranga had moved his motion to refer 
the Indian Lac Cess (Amendment) Bill to a Select Com- 
mittee, the President remarked that the names and date 
had not been properly filled in in the notice of motion and 
that “the Chair will not in future accept anjdhing written 
out hke this (in pencil) and unless the motion is completed, 
the Chair will not put it to the House ” — h A Deb , 21 
April, 1936, pp 437^79 

OATH 

323 Oath Member unwell Allowed to take the oath: 

FROM his seat 

On the 6th March, 1940, the President, bemg informed 
that a Member Mr Shrivastava who wished to take the 
oath, was unwell and unable to move from his seat, allowed 
him to take the oath from his seat in the presence of the 
Secretary — L A Deb , 6 March, 1940, p 979 

324 Oath Putting of questions or performance of any 

OTHER FUNCTION IN THE HoUSE BY MEMBERS BEFORE TAK- 
ING oath Not permissible 

A Member desirmg to nut questions on behalf of another 
Member who had not yet been sworn m, — 

The President ruled “A Member who has not taken 
the oatli of office cannot discharge his functions on 
the floor of this House Honourable Members are- 
aw are that, as a matter of convenience, I have con- 
sented to receive notices of questions and resolu- 
tions before the oath was taken merely in order that 
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the stage of admission might be gone through 
before business opened here ‘But when it comes 
to the asking of questions or the performance of any 
other function on the floor of this House, that can- 
not be done untd the oath is taken ’ — L A Deb, 
1 February, 1924, p 32 

325 Oath Members not sworn m cannot sit on Select 

Committees 

On a motion to add to a Select Committee the name of a 
certain Member who had not been sworn in, the point was 
raised whether such a Member could be proposed for or 
could sit on any Committee, — 

Whereupon the President ruled that his name could be 
proposed to the Committee but that he could not 
sit on It until he had taken oath — L A Deb , 20 
January 1930, p 87 

POINTS OF ORDER 

326 Point of Order Member speaking must give way 

WHEN — ^IS RAISED 

When Maulvi Muhammad Yakub was speakihg, a point 
of order Was raised when the speaker said he was not going 
to give ^way 

The President pointed out ‘On a point of older the 
Honourable Member has to give v/ay ’ — L A Deb, 
March, 1931, p 2653 

327 Point of Order Explanation not point of order 

On a Member nsmg to a point of order and then going 
into an explanation of the subject under discussion, — 

The President ruled “The Honourable Member wish- 
ed to put a point of order He is not entitled to 
explain his position under the guise of rismg to a 
point ol order” — A Deb 20 January 1922, p 
1807 
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3E8 Point of Orolr Right of Member of Executive 
Council to raise point of order when not a Member 
OF THE ^SSEMBLT ReLE 15(2) 

During the discussion on the Merchant vShipping 
(Amendmeni) Bill on the 8th April, 1931 Sii Fazl-i-Husain, 
a Memboi of the Executive Council v'ho was not 
a Membei of the Assembly raised a point of order, where- 
upon a Member asked if it v as competent for a Membei 
who was not a Member of the Assemblj to raise a point of 
order 

The President promised to consider the questfon and, 
on the 16th September 1933, ruled as follov s — 

Under section 63E (-1) of the Government of India 
Act ever> Member of the E>ceutive Council ’',ho 
IS not a Member of the Assembly has the right of 
at lending in and addressing the Assembly This 
proMSion must be construed as conferring on such 
E ecutivo Council Idember the right to take part 
m any debate in the Assembly Therefore it fol- 
lov s *lhai V hen so speaking such a Me-mbcr is 
subject to all the res'ncvions and limitations im- 
Dosod on r.Iembers of the .AsscmblN oy the rules and 

c* TTnnpr 1'^ ;?n’ 
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529 Point of Order Miscellaneous Placing of hat on 

DESK IN THE HoUSE 

A point of order was raised whether a Member could 
place his hat on the desk in the House 

The Speaker ruled that it was not in order — ^Parlia- 
mentary Deb , Part II, 6 February, 1950, p 227 

530 Point of order Miscellaneous Reading of news- 
paper INSIDE THE House 

A point of order was raised whether any hon Member 
or Minister could read newspapers inside the House 

The Speaker ruled that no Member — Mmister or an ordi- 
nary Member could read newspapers inside the House A 
Minister had no higher rights than an ordinary Member — 
Parliamentary Deb , Part I, 9 February, 1950, p 163 

PRESIDENT OF LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY 

331 President Sole AUTHORiry for maintaining order 
and interpreting Rules and Standing Orders 

While making his submission regarding admissibility of 
•an adjournment motion a Member quoted from May’s Par- 
liamentary Practice and pointed out that in doubtful r ases 
the Speaker referred the matter to the ludgment of the 
House 

The President thereupon ruled “The Honourable 
Member does not seem to be aware that in the 
House of Commons the maintenance of order rests 
on the close association between the House and the 
Chair and that the House has certain duties and 
the Chair has certain duties Under our Rules and 
Standing Orders the entire responsibility of main- 
taining order and interpreting rules and standing 
orders rests ^\^th the Chair ” — L A Deb 13 March, 
1924, pp" 1625-26 

532 President Sole judge of time taken by speakers 

As Mr Hands was speaking on the Resolution re the 
release of political prisoners detained unthout trial a Mem- 
ber interrupted on the ground that the speaker had exceed- 
ed "his time limit, whereupon the President pointed out 
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“The Chair is the sole 3 udge of lime The Honourable 
Membei has nolhine to do with il” — L A Deb, 
7 April 1936 p 3630 

■333 Presidevt Right to v/ithdrav/ motion from con- 
sider \tiov or House vhien it is found during discus- 
sion TO DF out of order 

During the debate on clauses of the Re'^ervc Bank Billt 
Ivir S C Iditra mo%ed an amendment v’hich he eventually 
asked leaec to v ilhdrav Objeclion h-‘vmg been taken to 
Ihe request — 
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After the discussion on the amendment concluded, — 

The President withdrawing the amendment from the 
consideration of the House said “As it has appear- 
ed in the course of the discussion, that the amend- 
ment in its present form would lead to anomalous 
results and would in any case be ineffective in many 
4. parts and for that reason is not in order, the Chair 

draws the attention of the House to this fact and 
withdraws the amendment from further considera- 
tion ” — L A Deb , 2 December, 1933, pp 2506-08 and 
p 2538 

334 President Reflection on Not in order 

During the debate on the Trade Disputes Bill Sir Harr 
Singh Gour remarked that he had not got any protection 
from the Chair 

The President thereupon asked him to withdraw the 
remark unconditionally and Sir Hari Singh Gour 
after a while did so — L A Deb 5 April 1929, pp 
2892-93 

335 President Allegations of partiality against Chair 

BY A MEMBER ATTENTION OF PRESIDENT DRAWN SUBSE- 
QUENTLY Offending remarks expunged from proceed- 
ings ON A motion proposed BY LEADER OF THE HoUSE 

On the President’s attention being drawn to certain- 
remarks made by a Member on the 19th March, 1931, alleg- 
ing partiality on the part of the Chair in regulating proceed- 
ings in the House, the President referred to the matter m 
the House on the 23rd March 

The motion that the offendmg words be expunged from 
the proceedings of the Assembly was proposed by the 
Leader of the House and adopted unanimously 

The offending Member refused to offer a proper apology 
in the first instance, but on the 25th March, he made an 
unconditional apology — L A Deb, 19 March, 1931, p 2312, 
and 23 March, 1931, pp 2525-35 and 25 March, 1931, p 2666 
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33G President Rulings Motion that the Speaker do 

NOW LEAVE THE ChAIR IN ORDER TO DISCUSS RULING OUT 

OF ORDER Rule 15(1) 

After the motion for circulation of the Steel Industry 
(Protection) Bill had been negatived, Mr Devaki Prasad 
Sinha wished to know if he would be in older in proposmg 
a motion “that the Speaker do now leave the Chair”, m 
order to discuss a ruling of the Chair given that morning 

The President pointed out “You will not be in order 
in moving the motion that you want to move that 
the President do leave the Chair We have no such 
procedure at all Here the decision of all points of 
order is entirely and finally vested in the Chair and 
the House cannot discuss the ruling of the Chair ” — 
L A Deb , 2 June, 1924, p 2470 

337 President Rulings Criticism of President’s rul- 
ings BY Members outside the Assembly 

On the 8th September, 1938, the Leader of the House 
said he proposed to make a statement regarding a statement 
m the press from the Leader of the Opposition and the 
Leader of the Nationalist Party referring to a ruling given 
by the President and on the 12th September made the fol- 
lowing statement 

“Sir, on the 8th September (L A Deb , 8 September, 
1938, pp 1866-67) I brought to your notice and the 
notice of the House a statement which appeared in 
the papers of that morrung issued by the Honour- 
able the Leader of the Opposition and the Honour- 
able the Leader of the Nationalist Party That 
statement concerned the opinion delivered by you 
on the 5th September last Smce then I have had 
the opportunity of discussmg the matter with the 
Leaders and representatives of the various Parties 
in the House, including the two Leaders who issued 
the statement I am now in a position to^mform you 
and the Members of the House that we are all 
agreed that it should not be open to any Member 
of the House to criticise directly or indirectly out- 
side the House any ruling given, opinion expressed 

121 PS 
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or statement made by the President in the dis- 
charge of his duties If, however, any Member 
desires to make a statement regarding any expres- 
sion of opimon or statement made by the President, 
he shall be entitled to do so in the House by permis- 
sion of the President That bemg so, I would 
submit that the matter need not be pursued 
further ” 

Whereupon the President observed “I am prepared to 
accept the agreement that has been arrived at 
^ among the Leaders of the Parties as a solution of the 
situation that has arisen, as that agreement is in 
harmony ivitU the traditions and practice of the 
House As regards the second part of the agree- 
ment I would add that the Chair will ordmarily 
permit any Member who wishes to make any such 
statement with reference to what had been said by 
the Presiden-^ by way of expression of opimon or 
in the form of a statement, provided the Member 
do.es not wish to criticise any such statement by the 
President, but only seeks to elucidate any point or 
requests the Chair to reconsider the matter If 
that IS borne in mind, I am sure that the Chair 
will ordinrnly permit any such statement to be 
mane, provided of course that it does not unduly 
interfere with the proceedings of the House The 
Leader of ihe House suggested that the matter need 
not be punued further and if the House is agreeable 
to that CO irse, I will drop the matter Is that the 
wish of the House’ (Cries of “Yes” from all sides 
of the House ) Very well, the matter need not be 
pursued further” — ^L A Deb, 12 September, 1938, 
p 2035 

338 President Casting vote 

On the division on clause 6 of the Cantonments (House 
Accommodation) BiU, an equal number of votes (39) being 
cast in favour of and against the clause — 

The President said “As this is a new provision, I can- 
not vote for it I must therefore vote against it ” — 

L A Deb , 20 February, 1930, p 843 
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339 President Casting vote 

During the discussion on the clauses of the Motor 
'Vehicles Bill, a division on a motion to omit a clause result- 
ed in a tie and the President gave his casting vote in favour 
of the motion Mr Satyamurti pointed out that accordmg 
to the practice of the House of Commons the castmg vote 
was usually given in favour of the status quo — that is, in 
favour of the retention of the clause and wanted to know 
the principle behind the ruling as a guide to the future, 
whereupon the President remarked 

“I have taken that principle into consideration I took 
into consideration not only the clause and the 
amendment proposed, — but the existing law as 
embodied m the Criminal Procedure Code which 
was sought to be modified 

I must say on the point of order raised by Mr 
Satyamurti that the status quo ante is a good rule 
in ordinary cases, but it is not an invanable rule ’ — 
L A Deb , 16 September, 1938, pp 2567-68 

340 President Casting vote should not be discussed 

Durmg the discussion on the General Budget, a Membei 
proceeded to refer to the casting vote of the President on 
Mr B Das’s Criminal Law Amendment Bill, whereupon the 
President told him not to discuss it — A Deb , 12 March, 
1936, p 2408 

341 President Reflection on impartiality of Member 

NAMED 

On the 20th March, 1941, when the Finance Bdl was 
bemg discussed, the President read out a letter from a 
member, Maulvi Abdul Rasheed Chaudhury, statmg that he 
had not been called on to speak though he got up many 
times and aUegmg that the Chair had not been impartial, 
and asked whether the member was prepared to apologise 
to the Chair The Member said “I find the Chair has 
taken it too seriously and I withdraw it ” The President 
said it must be an unconditional withdrawal with ample 
apology to the Chair The member not being prepared to 
offer the kind of apology that was demanded, the Chair 
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diiecled the offending member to withdraw from the House 
for the rest of the day — L A Deb , 20 March, 1941, pp 1679- 
80 

342 President Procedure re election of When ballot 

CLOSES 

On 24th January, 1946, before the distribution of ballot 
papeis foi the election of President, some Honourable 
Membeis raised points of order enquning whether any 
time limit had been fixed for closing the election, as in the 
absence theieof the election might go on indefinitely and 
those who weie not present in the House might turn uj> 
later on in the day and demand voting papers They felt 
that even after taking the ballot papers, it was possible tha*' 
s Member might take the rest of the day to make up his 
mind whether to cast his vole or not, and hence they en- 
quired whether the Chan was going to lay down that if an 
Honouiable Membei did not happen to be in his seat when 
his name was called, he would forfeit his right to take part 
in the ballot and also whether the Chair was going to enforce 
that a Member should cast his vote and hand in the paper 
immediately he received the ballot paper 

The Chairman observed 

“If theie IS a certain business befoie the House and due 
notice has been given, it is the duty of Honourable 
Members to be present at the time If an Honour- 
able Member does not come when he has to nut a 
question, he misses his opportunity of asking the 
question or if it is a Resolution and the Honourable 
Member who has given notice of it is not present he , 
loses his opportunity Exactly the ‘same procedure 
will now be adopted Honourable Members may 
come up when they are called and if an Honourable 
Member is not present in the House when his name 
IS called, I very much regret that he ivill lose his 
opportunity of casting his vote unless of course he 
comes in before the ballot box is closed ” 

The Chairman further pointed out that after receiving 
the ballot papers. Honourable Members should make uo 
their mmd without loss of much time which way they would 
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lecord their vote, and that the ballot would be closed when 
the last of the names had been called out — A Deb , 24 
January, 1946, pp 160-61 

PRESroENT OF INDIA 

343 President’s powers of adaptation under Article 392 
OF THE Constitution not restricted only '"o the Gov- 
ernment OF India Act, 1935 

On the 12th August, 1950, while discussmg the Resolution 
authorizmg the Provisional Parliament to make laws with 
respect to items 26 and 27 of List II of the Seventh Schedule 
to the Constitution for a period of one yeai from 15th 
August 1950 (in pursuance of article 249 of the Constitution 
as adapted by the President under aiticle 39? iheieof) Shri 
Venkataraman contended that the President bad poweis to 
lay before the House “such adaptations only for the puipose 
of adapting the provisions of this Constitutjon end not in. 
any other case ’’ He drew attention to the following words 
in Article 392 “The President may, for the purpose of re- 
moving any difficulties, particularly in relation to the 
transition from the provisions of the Government of India 
Act, 1935, to the provisions of this Constitution, by order 
direct etc ” 

The Law Mimster expressed the view that ihe word 
“particularly” in Article 392 did not mean that Ihe Presi- 
dent had not the general power and that the opening words 
of the above Article were quite general viz “The President 
may, for the purpose of removing any difficulties” On a 
further clarification sought by the Speaker the Law Minister 
stated that the Independence Act was an amendment of tne 
Government of India Act, 1935 

Then the Speaker ruled 

“Instead of going into the interpretation, what I thmk 
is that if we were functioning as the Constituent 
Assembly of India (Legislative) unoer the Govern- 
ment of India Act, and if the same status is now 
being contmued, then practically we are m a stage 
of transition And so long as the Council of States 
IS not constituted that transition will continue. 
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Therefore, any adaptation uhich the President 
inahes will be an adaptation, even "parttcularh", m 
relation to the transition from the provisions of 
the Government of India Act to the provisions of 
the Constitution 

‘T am told that vto are functioning under Article 379. 
Whatever Article vve arc functioning under, my 
point IS that so long ^is both Houses of Legislatuie 
arc not constituted under the Constitution, the 
process of transition is m continuation and the 
President ha'; got ample powers to remove all difli- 
cullies even if we interpret the word “particulaily 
anu the w hole article m a rcslrictea manner So I 
do not think that point really survives and wc need 
not. therefore, consider it anv further — Parlia- 
mentarv Dob , Part II, 12 August Cols 935- 
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PRIVILEGE 

344 PniviLLGv OF the House IvEwsrAPER comvent in- 
si vuating THAT Chair was partial Such publication* 
constitutes iirlach of 

Aftei quesnon time on the 15th February, 1926 Sir 
Alexander Muddiman made a statement regarding a mis- 
understanding v\ith regard to the progress of a Bill and 
dissociated himself from certain observations made outside 

The President of the Legislative Assembh welcoming 
the statement said The Chair welcomes the state- 
ment just made by the Honouiable the Home Mem- 
ber on behalf of the Government It gives the Chair 
an opportunity to express its v'lew on this news- 
paper report w’hich has evoked the statement from 
the Home Member The attention of the Chair has 
been dra\\ n to the v riting under the heading ‘From 
our special correspondent’ appearing in a certain 
newspaper There is no doubt that the statement 
contains an insinuation of partiality directed against 
the Chair and the publication of such an insinua- 
tion constitutes, in the opinion of the Chair, a grave 
breach of the pnvnleges of this House, deserving of 
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the severest condemnation The Chair, however, jis 
not prepared to take a serious view of the matter 
at present and hopes that the statement made by the 
Home Member v^l have the desired effect on the 
newspaper concerned and it will express its un- 
qualified regret for the publication of the report in 
question forthwith If the matter is again mention- 
ed by any Member of this House at a later date 
complainmg that the newspaper in question is im- 
penitent, the Chair will pass such orders agamst it 
as are permissible The Press mqst know that no 
suggestion of partiality, however remote, directed 
against the Chair will be tolerated At the same 
time the Press is fully entitled to criticise the con- 
duct of the Chair as much as it pleases without 
casting or suggesting any reflection on its partiality 
The Speaker must guard and maintain his reputa- 
tion for impartiality of all things at any cost, and he 
cannot do so if he allows such suggestions or insi- 
nuations to pass unnoticed ” — A Deb , 15 Feb- 
ruary, 1926, p 1195 

345 Privilege No breach of — in communication of 

CONTENTS of BiLL TO PRESS BY GOVERNMENT IN ADVANCE 

OF INTRODUCTION 

On the 2nd September, 1935, after the motion to grant 
leave to introduce the Criminal Law (Amendment) Bill had 
been made, Mr Satyamurti called attention to a statement 
in the Statesman of that date wherein the provisions of the 
Bill were reproduced exactly as they appeared in the Bill 
and pointed out that it was an abuse of the privilege of the 
House if the contents of the Bill had been communicated to 
certam favoured papers and cited the analogy of questions 
and resolutions which could not be sent to the Press before 
admission by the President Sir Henry Craik contended 
that no question of privilege was involved and that Govern- 
ment m preparmg the ground in the Press were adoptmg a 
legitimate practice The President agreeing remarked 

“The Chair holds that there is no breach of privilege in 
this case, and as the matter is absolutely clear, it 
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IS not necessary for the Chair to go any further into 
it ” — L A Deb , 2 September 1935^ pp 144-47 

346 pRiviLEGc Breach of Giving Press for publica- 
tion QUESTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS BEFORE ADMISSION 

After giving his ruling on a motion for adjournment — 

The President remarked that while nolice of the motion 
had been handed m at the Notice Office that morn- 
ing, it had appeared m the press the day before and 
observed “It is a well estabbshed convention of 
the House of Commons that a Member who gives to 
the Press for publication questions or resolutions 
beiore they are admitted by the Chair commits a 
serious breach uf the privileges of the House The 
House of Commons and its spokesman, the Speaker 
of the House, have got ample powers to deal with 
Members who do not observe tnat convention, but 
unfortunately neither this House nor its spokesman 
have such powers In the absence of such powers, 
the Chair can only appeal to Honourable Members 
that this well established convention which is 
observed in the House of Commons should also be 
observed as one of the conventions of this House ” — 
L A Deb , 27 March, 1933, p 2655 

347 Privilege Motion to discuss how far publication 
OF A Member’s speech in the press is privileged Ruled 
out of order Procedure for dealing with matters 
OF privilege ^cope of Rule 24A Nature and extent 
OF FREEDOM OF SPEECH UNDER SECTIOH 67 (7) OF THE OLD 
Government of India Act, and section 28 of the 1935 
Act Adjournment Motion raising a question of 

PRIVILEGE ONLY NOT IN ORDER 

On the 10th February, 1936, Sardar Sant Smgh sought 
to move a motion to discuss the question of pnvilege of the 
freedom of speech and its publication in the Press enjoyed 
by the Members of the Assembly 

The President allowed full discussion on the vanous 
pomts of order raised, and announced that he would give 
bis ruling later during the Session. 



245 


Pnvilege — contd 

On the 27th February, the President delivered the follow- 
ing ruling, disallowing the motion 

“The Governor in Council of the United Provmces pass- 
ed an order dated the 10th January, 1936, imder 
sub-section (3) of section 7 of the Indian Press 
(Emergency Powers) Act of 1931 (Act No XXIII of 
1931), requiring the publisher of the Ahhyudaya of 
Allahabad to deposit security, because that paper 
had published an article headed “Assembly men 
Pandit Krishna Kant ji ki Baktnta” (Speech of 
Pandit Krishna Kant in the Assembly) containing 
words of the nature described in sub-section (I) (b), 
'='ection 4 of the aboi'c Act, viz , ‘directly or indirect- 
ly expressing approval or admiration of any 
such offence (t e , the offence of murder or any 
cognisable offence involving -vxOience) or of any 
person, leal or fictitious, who has committed or is 
alleged or represented to have committed any such 
offence ’ Sardar Sant Singh, thereupon, gave notice 
of a motion for adjournment of the business of the 
Assembly on the 3rd February, 19367 to discuss this 
order of the Umted Provinces Government as bemg 
a defimte matter of urgent public importance That 
motion was disallowed by the Governor General 
under Rule 22 (2) on the ground that it related to 
a matter which was not primarily the concern of 
the Governor General m Council On the 5th 
February, he gave another notice of a similar 
motion for adjournment, this tune m order to raise 
the question of ‘the encroachment of the pnvilege 
of the members of the Legislature to publish their 
speeches m verbatim’, le , m newspapers On 
objection being taken on pomt of order by the 
Leader of the House, I disallowed the motion, firstly 
on the ground that a question of privilege cannof 
be discussed on a motion for adjovunment and, 
secondly, that the notice of the motion ought to 
have been given at the earliest possible opportunity 

The same Honourable Member next sought to move 
the mohon under consideration on the 10th Feb- 
ruary, the motion bemg that the Assembly do 
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proceed to discuss the question of the privilege of 
freedom of speech and its publication m the press 
enjoyed by the Members of the Assembly, addmg 
that such motion has precedence over all other work 
in the House As the question raised regardmg 
privilege of the A-ssembly and its Members and 
the appropriate procedure in such matters are of 
considerable importance, I allowed the points of 
order raised (including the question whether a 
motion of adjournment is the proper procedure) to 
be discussed at some length 

I shall take up the question relating to procedure first 

(1) A motion for adjournment under Rule 11 is not the 
proper procedure for raismg a question of privilege 
pure and simple This was also the view of Presi- 
dent Patel (vide L A Deb , 4 September, 1928, pp 
149-54) Ordmarily the object of a motion for 
adjourmng the business of the Assembly is to 
discuss and criticise the conduct or attitude of the 
Government in a definite matter of urgent public 
importance, while in a case, where the question of 
privilege is raised as the mam issue (as m the 
second motion of Sardar Sant Smgh and in the case 
which Mr Patel had to deal with) the Assembly 
would be asked to take such suitable action as is 
within its competence in order to protect the mem- 
bers from interference and molestation m the dis- 
charge of their duties or to uphold the dignity of 
the legislature But, if the question of privilege 
raised is a definite matter of urgent public import- 
ance, which IS also primarily the concern of the 
Governor General in Council, and the mam object 
of the motion is to discuss and criticise the conduct 
of the Government in the matter, it can be dealt 
with by a motion for adjournment, subject of course 
to the restnctions and limitation laid down by the 
rules and standmg orders in that connection. (See 
the cases of Mr S C Mitra and of Mr S C Bose, 
L A Deb , 21 January, 1927, and 22 January, 1935, 
pp 18-40 and 77-98 respectively) 
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(2) A Resolution under Standing Order 59 and Rule 23 
IS clearly not an appropriate procedure for discuss- 
ing a matter of breach of privilege, when the ques- 
tion is sought to be raised by a non-official Member, 
for resolutions by non-official Members have to be 
balloted for and there is no knowing what place a 
particular resolution may secure Nor can such a 
resolution be moved except on a non-official day, 
while, as pomted out by the Law Member himself, 
the question of privilege must be raised as soon as 
possible But if the Government wish to bring up 
a matter of privilege by a resolution, there need 
be no such difficulty in their case on the score of 
delay Further, by rule 23, every resolution must 
be in the form of a specific recommendation to the 
Governor General m Council While there may be 
cases in which such a recommendation may meet 
the exigencies of the situation, in others, the appro- 
priate remedy may lie in the hands of the Legisla- 
ture itself 

(3) Rule 24A This rule permits discussion of any 
matter of ‘general public interest’ otherwise than 
by a resolution, provided consent is obtained to a 
motion for such piupose of the Piesident and the 
Member of the Government to whose department 
the motion relates In the present case and cases 
of like character, neimely, those that are matters of 
general public interest, I take it, as stated by the 
Law Member, in answer to a question asked by Sir 
Muhammad Yakub, that the Home Member would 
deal with the motion But it is conceivable that a 
motion raismg the question of privilege may be 
such that it may not relate to any department of the 
Government As for the misgiving which seemed 
to trouble the imnds of some Members, I cannot, m 
interpreting Rule 24A, proceed upon the assumption 
that either the President or the Home Member is 
likely to withhold his consent in a proper case I 
Iher^ore hold that a question of privilege of the 
nature mvolved in this notice can be discussed on 
a motion moved under the provisions of Rule 24A 
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Sardar Sant Singh, however, has brought the motion 
under consideration without conforming to the re- 
quirements of that rule, though the question sought 
to be discussed is a matter of general pubhc mterest 

(4) Sardar Sant Smgh has based this motion on the 
practice and precedents of British Parliament No 
doubt we often have recourse to Parliamentary 
practice for guidance, whenever our own rules and 
standing orders are silent But Rule 24A explicitly 
bars such a motion as this, as it is neither a resolu- 
tion under Standing Order 59 nor does it conform 
to the requirements of Rule 24A I must, however, 
observe that this rule may not bar a question of 
privilege being discussed on a motion brought 
otherwise than in conformity with the provisions 
of Rule 24A or by a resolution, if the sub 3 ect matter 
of the motion cannot be said to be a mattei of ‘gen- 
eral pubhc interest’, or if it cannot be said to 
relate to the department of any Member of the Gov- 
ernment 

(5) Another difficulty has been suggested bj the 
Honourable the Law Member, viz , that motion by 
a non-official Member, even though with a view 
to discuss a question of privilege can only be 
dealt with on a non-officigl day But a question of 
privilege affects every section of the Assembly and 
once it IS brought to the notice of the House by any 
Member, whether official or non-official, it becomes 
the business of the entire House and, as is the prac- 
tice in Parhament, it must be given precedence over 
all other husmess, supposmg it is of the last men- 
tioned category In any event, since questions of 
privilege are undoubtedly of considerable import- 
ance to the Assembly and are of an urgent nature 
as stressed by the Leader of the House, and no pro- 
vision IS made for business of this class in the Rules 
and Standmg Orders, it may well be expected of 
Government to find time for this purpose 

(6) Whether a motion of thi^ character is brought under 
Rule 24A or, m a proper case, is. brought m accord- 
ance with the practice of Parliament, the President, 
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before he gives his consent or allows the question t& 
be discussed by the House, must be satisfied that 
•pnma facie case of privilege has been made out I 
may also pomt out that when such a case is made 
out, it will be generally found desirable to refer it 
to a committee of the nature of a Select Committee 
appointed for the purpose ©r to a Comimttee of 
Privileges appointed at the commencement of each 
Session as is the present practice m the House of 
Commons and then upon its report discuss it m the 
House 

I am sure the House generally will recognise the im- 
portance of protectmg the honour and privilege of 
the Legislature The Legislature is undoubtedly a 
most important instrument of Government even 
undei the present constitution and, unless effective 
means are provided by which Members can be 
assured to carry on their deliberations in the Cham- 
ber without interference and molestation and the 
digmty of the Legislature is duly protected from 
outside attacks, it cannot be expected to function to 
the best advantage The Assembly and the Gov- 
ernment may perhaps consider whether the rules 
and standing orders (specially Rules 24A and 6) 
should not be suitably amended, so that such: 
difficulties as exist at present, and have been em- 
phasised by the Honourable the Law Member, in 
the way of raising a question of privilege, may be 
removed 

I now come to the substantive question, what is the 
nature and extent of freedom of speech, which the 
members of the Legislature enjoy and which is 
alleged to have been infringed by the order m ques- 
tion of the Umted Provinces Government Has a 
pnma facie case of privilege been made out, that is, 
whether the report of the speech of Pandit ]&ishna 
Kant Malaviya published in the newspaper 
Ahhyudaya (which, I understand, is owned and 
published by the Member himself) is privileged, so 
that the action of the United Provinces Government 
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must be regarded as an mfrmgement of the privi- 
lege of the Assembly or the mdmdual Member 
concerned’ 

Section 67, sub-section (7) of the Government of India 
Act lays down that 

‘subject to the rdles and standing orders affectmg the 
Chamber, there shall be freedom of speech in both 
Chambers of the Indian Legislature No person 
shall be liable to any proceedings in any court 
by reason of his speech or vote m either Chamber 
or by reason of anything contained m any official 
report of the proceedmgs of either Chamber ' 

The privilege which is enunciated here does not go fur- 
ther than to exempt a Member of the x^ssembly 
from any proceedings in any court of law by reason 
of his speech or vote in the Chamber or/oy reason 
of anything contained m any official report of the 
proceedmgs It does not purport to protect publi- 
cation of any such speech m other than official 
reports, eg , m. a newspaper, however faithful or 
hona fide such pubhcation may be It has been argu- 
ed, however, by the Leader of the Opposition and 
the Leader of the Independent Party that I snould 
hold that the freedom of speech in the Cliamber 
entails as a corollary that the pubhcation of the 
speech of a Member in a- newspaper is also privi- 
leged But, having regard to the unambiguous 
terms in which the limitation of that freedom of 
speech has been defined m the statute it is im- 
possible for me to extend the privilege to publica- 
tions other than the official reports The law in 
England is substantially the same as that embodied 
in section 67, sub-section (7) of the Government of 
India Act 

Of the English cases to which I have been referred bear- 
ing upon the point, I find that in Lord Abingdon’s 
case aU that is laid down is that a Member of Par- 
liament has certainly a right to publish his speech 
but, if the speech is made a vehicle of slander 
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against any individual, he would be liable Simi- 
larly, in Mr Creevey’s case wheie a correct report 
was sent by a Member of Parliament to the Editor 
of a newspaper with the request that he should 
publish It, that publication was held not to be privi- 
leged and as the report contained a charge against 
an individual in the House, Mr Creevey 'vas found 
guilty of libel In Mr Wason’s case the Lord Chief 
Justice of England laid down ‘If a membei pub- 
lishes his own speech reflecting upon the character 
of another person and omPs to publish the rest of 
the debate, the publication would not be fair, and 
so would not be privileged but that a fan and 
faithful report of the whole debate would not be 
actionable ' But having regard to the language of 
section 67 (7) of the Government of India Act even 
a fair and faithful report of the whole debate, 
except in the ofiicial reports, is not protected In 
any event in the present case, the whole of the 
debate in the course of v hich Pandit Krishna Kant 
Malavij'a made the speech in question, v/dS not 
published Erskine May correctly summarises the 
extent of privilege of a Member in these words ‘If 
a member published his speech, his printed state- 
ment becomes a separate publication unconnected 
With any proceedings in Parliament ' 

If any action had been taken m any court against 
Pandit Krishna Kant Malavija for publishing his 
speech in the Abhyudaya, he could not plead privi- 
lege as a defence to such action, v hether suen action 
v as taken m a criminal or civil court But both 
Lfr Jinnah and Ivlr Bhulabhai Desai argued that 
executive action stands on a different foo.mg to 
action jn a court But such action v oula not raise 
a Question of privilege *' hereas in this case the 
publication is not privileged I must further point 
out that the action of the Uniten Provinces G<r/- 
emment v^as taken under certain statutory pov ers 
vested in that Government and if nrt'dZege had been 
made out, that fact would hm'e_^tail^ interpreta- 
tion of section sme oy s:ce "-itn tne Indian 
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Press , (Emergency Powers) Act before a decision 
could be arrived at whether there has been a breach 
of privilege or not 

I have all along assumed that the legislature and the 
members of the legislature have certain privileges 
of which freedom of speech in the Chamber is one 
of the most important I have also assumed that 
on a motion raismg a question of privilege the 
/ legislature would be in a position, if a proper case 
were made out, to find some means of dealmg with 
the situation arising out of the breach of such 
privilege 

The British Parliament, by constant assertion from 
ancient times, has acquired the status of a Ingh court 
in all matters affecting its own privileges and 
those of its members, so that it is'c^ed the High 
Court of Parliament and, like other high courts the 
Parliament exercises powers to inflict penalties and 
punishment for ‘contempt’ It has for a long time 
exercised such powers through its own officers, the 
Sergeant-at-Arms and the Black Rod to airest 
offenders, pumsh them with imprisonment in the 
Tower and the Newgate and the right at least of the 
House of Lords as a Court of Record also to impose 
fines in such cases has not been questioned There 
were conflicts at times between the Parliament cind 
the ordinary courts, particularly the King’s Bench, 
and though some of the punitive and disciplinary 
functions once exercised by it have now faRen mto 
desuetude, the Parliament still possesses consider- 
able pimitive and disciplmary powers No such 
powers have been vested in our legislatures^ by the 
Government of India Act creating them and I also 
find that section 28 of the Government of India Act, 
1935, forbids the enacting of any law conferring on 
the Federal Legislature punitive or disaplinary 
powers or the status of a court other than a power 
to remove or exclude persons infrmging the rules 
or standing orders or otherwise behaving m a dis- 
orderly manner The same section, I may also 
mention, defines m sub-section (1) the freedom of 
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speech m the legislature m the same terms as sec- 
tion 67, sub-section (7) of the present Government 
of India Act, and by sub-section (2) it empov/ers the 
Federal Legislature to define the privilege^ of the 
members of the Legislature and untf] that is done 
those privileges will be such as arc enjoyed by tlie 
members of the Indian Leges! atu re at present Thr 
extent of those pnvileges may be briefly indicated 
in general terms as being such as are ncca/',/iry for 
the proper discharge of their duties by the /norohn'r 
m the Council Chamber In addition to the Pra'i~ 
dent exercising such pov'ers as have b<'''cn confri- 
red on hun by the Rules and Standing Oidcra, the 
House itself v'hen a breach of pnvilege lo made out, 
can al'''ays upon a proper motion, expres,, it" con- 
demnation and- m suitable cases mahe ruch iccoro- 
mendation to the Governor (^neral in Couucd a' / 
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On the Member pressing that the matter was immediate 
the Speaker permitted the Member to see him in the Cham- 
ber when he retired and that he could then raise his point 
after Lunch 

In presenting his case, the Member said that — 

(a) according to the practice in the House of Commons 
as laid down by “May”, it was an encroachment on 
the rights and privileges of the Membeis of the 
House that they should first have to submit their 
points of privilege to the Speaker in the C.iamber 
before raising them on the floor of the House, 

(b) the piomise made from the Chair by the Deputy 
Speaker that he would be given an opportunity the 
following Monday after Lunch was not kept 
because when he returned to the House on Monday 
afternoon he found that the closure motion had 
been accepted 

The Speaker said 

“First point is that he thinks that the rights and privi- 
leges are seriously interfered with — if they are not 
permitted to raise any points of privilege without 
first consulting the Chair, or informing the Chair I 
am afraid it is not possible for me to agree with that 
view because points are raised for clarification oi 
solution and I do not see how they can be imme- 
diately clarified or solved on the floor of the House, 
unless the Chair is aware of what is really worth 
being brought before the House 

“The other part relates to his having been deprived— as 
he believes — of the opportunity of having his say 

“No doubt, as the progress was estimated, it was stated 
that some convenience would be given to the Hon- 
ourable Member and if the discussion had contmued 
till 1 p M yesterday, nobody would have objected, m 
view of what Mr Deputy Speaker had said here as 
to givmg the Honourable Member a chance of hav- 
ing his sky But it is too much to expect that after 
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the moving of the closure the matter should be kept 
pending just for one Member who was not present 
here That is how I look at the matter I do not 
think It IS a matter of privilege at all, it is only a 
matter of some kind of convenience which was 
expected to be given, but which, in the circum- 
stances which subsequently developed, could not be 
given The matter ends there and the Honourable 
Member need not entertam any fears that the rights 
and privileges of Members will be reduced to nuJlity 
if this kind of thing goes on ” — C A (Legus ) 
Deb , Part II, 20 December, 1949, pp 829 and 847 — 
49 

259 Point of Privilege Scope of discussion on — Func- 
tions OF THE Committee of Privileges 

On the 1st March, 1950, allowing Mr Kamath to raise a 
pomt of privilege as stated in the Order Paper the Speaker 
ruled. 

“I think, I should make clear, at the beginning, the 
scope of discussion in this matter It v/ill not be 
open while discussmg the question of Privilege, to 
go mto the merits of the order made by the Delhi 
authorities The only limited question open to 
discussion here v/ill be that, assuming that order to 
be illegal or improper ■‘■'^hether there is any ques- 
tion of privilege, and if there is any question of 
pnwlege, what is that privilege, ana then, if pnma 
facie It appears that there is some ojjestion ot 
Pn\’ilege likely to be mvolved the further proce- 
dure oe that a Committee of Privileges vill be 
appomted b 3 ' me and it vtU be the bus ness of that 
Committee to make all enquines that it may I'ke to 
make and then decide or rather make its recom- 
mendations and report to the House as to vhe'^her 
there nas been any question of Pnvilege at aU and 
if so to what extent and whether there has been 
any breach The report of the Comm ttee 

will come to the House and on "^hat repom the 
Hcuse_may adopt such motion as .t likes- It may 
accept the recommendahons, it mw' reject the-c 



256 


Privilege — contd 

may do nothing or pass any particular resolution 
that it may like ” 

In reply to a question by Shri R K. Chaudhuri whether 
the Committee will be asked to consider the question of the 
pumshment of the person responsible for any breach of 
privilege, the Speaker observed 

“That matter is hypothetical at this stage It will 
depend upon two factors The first is appomtment 
of a Committee and then it will depend on the 
recommendations which the Committee makes 
Thereafter, it is perfectly open to the House to 
, consider, in case the Committee recommends that 

there is a breach, the nature of the breach, how far 
it is serious or otherwise, and then also, merely 
because the Committee makes a recommendation, 
the question of punishment will not arise unless the 
House concurs in the recommendation of the Com- 
mittee It ^vlll be for the House then to decide as 
to what it should do ” — ^Parliamentary Deb , Part H, 

1 March, 1950, pp 1019-20 

350 Point of Privilege — ^Proper procedure for raising 

Chair must be contacted in the Chamber first and 

MADE COGNIZANT OF THE MATTER PoiNT NOT TO BE RAISED 

STRAIGHTAWAY IN THE HoUSE ITSELF 

On the 10th March, 1950, durmg the discussion of a 
certain Bill Syed Nausherab sought to raise a point of 
privilege, but on the Chair directing him to raise it later, 
he asked for a decision as tu whether hon Members were 
not entitled to raise a pomt'of privilege if, while the House 
V as in session, a situation arose in the very House itself 
which appeared to be an infringement of the privileges of 
tne hon Members Thereupon, the Speaker ruled 

‘ If hon Members want to raise any point, they should 
first contact me make me cognizant of the point 
that they want to raise so that I may have time to 
consider the question, discuss the matter with the 
Member and try to understand him Unless this is 
followed, any Member may choose to raise an> 
point in the House and call it a point of order or 
privilege and it Avould mean an unnecessary waste 
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of time of the House I, as the protector of 

Ihe nghts of Members, am equally bqund to see 
that nobody is allowed to waste the time of the 
House by raising any point at any time he likes 
Whenever Members have come and talked to me, I 
do not remember a single occasion on which I have 
refused the request of the Member to the point 
being raised That is a proper procedure If I think 
that that is really a breach of the privilege — if I am 
convinced pnma facie of the position — then of 
course I will allow that, not otherwise ” 

He, however ruled that in the particulai instance before the 
House there was no question of privilege involved — Parha- 
mentary Deb , Part II, 10 March, 1950, pp 1337-38 

351 Privilege(s) Point of Privilege or any other point 

SHOULD BE DISCUSSED WITH THE ChaIR BEFOREHAND BEFORE 

RAISING IT IN THE HOUSE 

On the 30th November, 1950, before the commencement 
of the Legislative business of the day Shri Kamath com- 
plained to the Chair that on the suggestion of the Chair on 
the previous occasion (when he sought to move an adjourn- 
ment motion re the alleged attack on Prof Shibban Lai 
Saksena) he had tried to elicit the requisite information 
tlirough a short notice question but that nothing was forth- 
coming from the Government He also made the point in 
this cormection that a Member of the House had been depriv- 
ed of the privilege of attendmg the Session of Parliament 
owing to some action taken against him by another Govern- 
ment and, therefore, requested the Chair to take the neces- 
sary action in the matter 

The Speaker observed . 

“I might once again repeat what I have said before I 
have often told Members that if they want to raise 
any point in the House they should &st see me and 
have the position clarified When I called upon 
Mr Kamath I thought there must have been some- 
thmg which was of recent occurrence which he 
could not commumcate to me before I now find 
that he is referring to an incident nf four Hav«; acm 
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He could well have seen me and could have known 
as to how the facts stood, whether there was any 
delay, due or undue It is hardly fair or proper to 
ask for an opportunity of making a statement and 
then refer to other matters v/hich should have 
been referred to and properly mquired into before 
the House met Mr Kamath may follow up the 
mvestigation of his question m the Parhament 
Secretariat office and the other offices concerned 
and I am sure he would have no ground for com- 
plaint " 


Mr Kamath thereupon enquired whether it was the 
Chair’s ruling that whenever a Member wanted to raise a 
point in the House he should discuss the same with the 
Chair beforehana 


The Speaker then ruled 

"Yes, that is the general rule I have stated it so many 
tunes I have stated also even if it be m respect 
of a question of privilege, for the simple reason that 
It gives me an idea as to what the pomt is that is 
going to be raised and it gives also an opportimity 
to the Members to know what the actual facts are 
It is no use takmg up the time of this House by 
raising pomts which have either no substance or 
merits or which on ascertainment of the facts can 
not be justifiably raised I need not cite instances 
nere but just say that a Member of this House 
wanted to raise a pomt of privilege only two or 
three days ago I advised him not to do it at once 
and to see me m my Chamber After seeing me m 
the Chamber he thought over what he wanted to 
raise and saw later on that there was no occasion 
for raising any pomt of privilege If pomts like 
these are raised m the House, it leads to unneces- 
sary discussion and pubhcity, which is undesirable ’’ 
Par Deb Part H 30 November, 1950, Col 937-38 
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352 Questions Extension of the question hour Where 

P/JIT OF question TTI>IE TAKEN UP IN ADMINISTERING OATHS 

TO I\iEiiBERS Not maa3\ved under Stanuing Order 10 

On the 8th August, 1938, a ]Member requested the Presi- 
dent to extend the question hour ten minutes as ten 
mmutes had been taken up in the s\\ earing m of Members 
but the President refused the request saying 

With regard to this subject of extendmg the question 
hour, I am afraid, I cannot do it, having regard to 
the interpretation that has always been put upon 
Standing Order 10 Standing Order 10 says ‘The 
first hour of everj’ meeting shall be available for 
the asking and answermg of questions’ It is not 
more than the first hour 

and added that he w as not going to make a departure unless 
the Standmg Order was Ranged — L A Deb , 8 August, 
1938, pp 39-40 

353 Questions Classification Matter suitable for un- 
starred — SHOULD NOT BE STARRED 

During question time on the 30th August, 1933, the 
President suggestmg that Members should use their discre- 
tion m deciding what questions should be starred pomted 
out that certain questions merely asking for laying certam 
statements on the Table should have been put as unstarred 
questions and not as starred — A Deb 30 August, 1933, 
p 443 

354 Questions Private notice Notice must be given to 

THE Chmr 

On the 1st March, 1926 Sir Alexander Muddiman wished 
to ansAver a question of which he had been given private 
notice 

The President ruled “The Chan has received no notice 
of anj’^ such question and therefore cannot allow it 
to be put ” — L A Deb , 1 March, 1926, p 1978 
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355 QuEsinoNS Short Notice Supply of copies of — in 

ADVANCE NOT POSSIBLE 

Dunng the course of replies to a short notice question, 
a Member suggested that copies of short notice questions 
should be furmshed to Members in advance along with 
other papers for the day, whereupon — 

The President pointed out “That is not possible, other- 
wise it ceases to be a short notice question The 

* very idea of these short notice questions is that 
notice IS generally given ]ust a day in advance and 
the Honourable Member for Government under- 
takes to give an answer and there is not sufficient 
time to enable Honourable Members to get copies of 
these questions ” — L A. Deb , 21 February, 1934, p 
1093 

356 Questions Cannot be addressed to the President 

After the President had made his statement on the ques- 
tion of a separate establishment for the Legislative Assem- 
bly, Mr KL Ahmed proceeded to put a question. 

The President pomted out “The Standmg Orders and 
Rules are qmte dear that no questions can be 
addressed to the President ” — L A, Deb , 5 
September, 1928, p 224 

357 Questions Members putting Should be in their 

SEATS 

Mr Chaman Lall not sitting in his own seat proceeded to 
put questions standmg m his name 

The President ruled “The Honourable Member must 
be m his seat to put his questions” and called on 
the next Member to put his questions 

Mr Chaman Lall was allowed to put his question subse- 
quently from his seat — L A Deb 16 February, 1927, p 873 

358 Questions Members putting Should rise in their 

SEATS 

A Member proceeded to put questions m his name wnth- 
out nsmg in his seat 
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The President observed “The Honourable Member 
must make at least the pretence of rising from his 
seat ” — L A Deb , 25 August, 1927, p 3381 

359 Questions of absent Members can be put by another 
Member with nfcfssary authorisation onlt Standing 
Orders 18 and 19 

On the 11th February, 1935, a Member wished to ask a 
question standing in the name of an absent Member, where- 
upon objection was raised that according to past practice 
a written authorisation w'as required The Piesident promis- 
ed to consider the point and ruled on the 20lh February as 
follov s 

I 

“On the 11th February Mr Satyamurli raised the point 
w'helher in the case of staried questions standing 
in the name of an absent Member such questions 
can be asked by another Membei, if he has not 
obtained his authority in wanting beforehand The 
Chair promised then to give its ruling on the sub- 
ject Having considered Standing Orders 18 and 19 
and the history of previous practice since 1921, the 
Chair rules that ordinarily it will not allow a ques- 
tion standing in the name of an absent Member to 
be asked by another Member unless he has been 
previously authorised m that behalf This is in 
accordance with the recent practice of the Assembly 
as W'ell as of the House of Commons But, in specii 
circumstances, in respect of any particular question, 
the Chair may dispense with such authorisation ” — 
L A Deb , 11 February, 1935, p 611, and L A Deb , 
20 February, 1935, p 1008 

360 Questions of absent Members Authority to put 
Cannot be given to more than one Member 

At question time on the 26th August, 1938, the President 
observed as follows 

“I find that the Honourable Member (Maulvi Abdul 
Ghani) has authorised more than one Honourable 
Member to put his questions on his behalf I must 
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inform the House that only one Honourable Mem- 
ber should be authorised The authorising oj more 
than one Honourable Member must be discontinu- 
ed ” — L A Deb , 26 August, 1938, p 1083 

361 Questions Authorization on behalf of absent 

Members must not be general 

A Member rose to put questions on behalf of another 
Member, whereupon the President remarked 

“The Chair understands it is a sort of general authority 
for the rest of the Sessio^i That cannot be allowed ” 

The Member pointed out that the authorization was only 
for four days of the month, the President allowing the 
questions to be put observed 

The Honourable Member cannot have a general power 
of attorney like that The Chair will allow it this 
time, but not in the future ” — L A Deb , 8 March, 
1939, p 1696 

362 Questions Of absent Members Authorization 

MUST BE SPECIFIC , 

On the 9th March, 1939, a Member sought to put a ques- 
tion on behalf of another Member, whereupon the President 
obseri'ed 

'The Chair understands the Honourable Member has 
got only a general authority The Honourable 
Member must specify the questions which are asked 
and the particular date,” and disallowed the Mem- 
ber from putting the question — L A Deb , 9 March, 
1939, p 1824 

363 Questions Of absent MeivIeers Authorization of 

ONE Member by several Members to put questions on 

their BEHALF NOT IN ORDER 

On the 21st March, 1940, Dr Sir Ziauddm Ahmad got up 
to put questions on behalf of two or three Members, where- 
upon the President remarked 

“The Chair finds Member after Member is absent and 
has given authority to one Honourable Member to 
put his questions This is not in accordance with 
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the spirit of the practice according to which an 
absent Mcmbei can be permitted to authorise an- 
othci Member to put his question The Chan trusts 
tins sort of thing will not occur again It must 

not become the rule ’ — L A Deb, 21 March, 1940, 
pp 1667-68 

364 Questions Member for Government ought to be 

PRESENT TO ANSWER QUESTIONS 

On a question being put at question time, to which no 
answer was given ow'ing to the absence of the Membei for 
Government in charge. — 

The President remarked “The Honourable Member 
for Government ought to be present here to answ'er 
the question ’’ 

The Leadei of the House thereupon eNpressed regret for 
his absence — L A Deb , 17 March, 1926, p 2605 

365 Questions Alterations in Not allowed 

Before putting a question a Member wished to alter it by 
adding certain w'ords, but the President ruled that he could 
not do so at that stage — L A Deb , 6 March, 1936, pp 1961- 
62 , 

366 Questions Based on newspiVPEr articles To be 

SELF-CONTAINED 

In the course of the debate on the motion regarding 
amendment of Indian Legislative Rules, Dr Ziauddm 
Ahmad narrated the dilliculties experienced by Members 
in understanding the subject mattei of a question given 
notice of by any Member simply asking whether the atten- 
tion of Government had been drawn to such and such an 
article in a particular new'spaper, whereupon the President 
obseiwed that that practice had lieen stopped and that the 
Members had to formulate their own question Later on, 
in further elucidation of his observation the President said 

“The Chau desires to make one point clear with regard 
to wliat it said about the reference m questions to 
'statements in newspapers What the Chair meant 
was that m proper cases reference can be made to 
statements appearing in newspapers, but the 
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Honourable Members themselves have to formulate 
the points on which they seek information There- 
fore, if any reference to newspapers is there, it 
need not worry other members as to what 
is contained in those statements "—L A Deb 1 
February, 1937, p 382 


367 Questions Containing unparliamentary expres- 
sions 


On the 5th September, 1921, Mr K Ahmed asked a ques- 
tion (No 13), imputing bad faith to Government m the 
answers given by them 


The President thereupon gave his ruling in the course 
of which he said “A third and graver issue is 
raised by a question which insinuates that Members 
of Government often act in bad faith in the answers 
which they give Here we pass out of the region of 
the written rule into that of the unwritten conven- 
tions which govern parliamentary life The Chair 
is not concerned with the private opimon which 
one Member holds regarding the good faith of an- 
other, but when private opinion finds public ex- 
pression in the suggestion that officials mislead the 
Assembly by not being straightforward, we are 
perilously near the point where reasoned discussion 
becomes impossible owing to the intrusion of per- 
sonal feeling and personal charges that are not 
easily proved or disproved To this the Chair can- 
not turn a deaf ear To pass m silence expressions 
of that kind would create a precedent which would 
open the straight road to recrimination and conse- 
quently to disorder Hence the rigour with which 
expressions, commonly called unpaTliamentary, 
must be scrutinized by the President ” — L A Deb , 

5 September, 1921, p 98 (a) 
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368 Questions Dealing with individual cases deprecat- 
ed Assembly not a tribunal or court to deal v/ith 

SUCH CASES 

After a question containing certain allegations against 
the Deputy Secretary in the Finance Department had been 
answered, the President observed 

‘The Chair must inform Honourable Members that it 
has found that there are too many questions which 
reall}" deal vnth mdividual cases There are some 
rules so far as the Chair is av/are, according to 
which any Grovemment officer who thinks that 
justice has not been done to him or mjustice has 
been done to his case has got a right of appeaL 
And that is the ordinary method, and surely these 
questions cannot be discussed on the floor of this 
House This House is not an administrative 

tnbunal or a court and it cannot deal vnth such 
cases — L A Deb 24 February 1936, pp 1383-85 

369 QuEsnoi^s Suggestion to T/vKe action In opjier* 

In the course of supplementary questions to a question 
re new rules for recruitment to the Indian Civil Ser-nce a 
question was asked if Government proposed to take any 
action V hen objection v as taken that it was not m order to 
put such a question But the President ruled 


‘ It is a V ell luiown formula that has been adt^tea m 
practice In the oninion of the Chair, it is quite 
in order to ask '-^-hetner Government propose 
to talte an: action. — L A. Deb 3 September. 2935, 
pp 359-60 


310 Questions on /izioirrssoos rNroRir=-.ON: Durr 

OF CH.-IP LtERELT TO SEE V^SIHEH ICATTUP IS O - UUEXrC 

concern. 


C 


In anc-T-cj- -,3 g quesi-OR "a “ 

cewspeper the CommLn-cauoni -• — ~—rz ina. 
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he had seen the anonymous letters referred to, when a 
Member contended that they could not be treated as anony- 
ruous as some names had appeared. The Commumcations 
Member pomted out that m none of the cases he had referred 
to had there been any name The President observed 

“As regards questions based on information given in 
anonymous letters so far as the Chair is concerned, 
what it has got to see is whether the question 
relates to a matter of pubhc concern or not, and it 
is not possible for the President to enquire and find 
out from what source any particular information 
on which the question is based is derived The 
Chair wanted to make that clear to the House” — 
L A. Deb , 22 September, 1939, p 858 

371 Questions Supplementary Disallowed parts of 

QUESTIONS CANNOT BE REPEATED IN SUPPLEMENTARY QUES- 
TIONS 

A Member repeatmg m a supplementary question parts 
of the question that had been disallowed, — 

The President ruled “The Honourable Member can- 
not repeat by way of a supplementary question 
parts of the question, that have been disallowed by 
the President L A Deb , 19 August 1926, p 113 

372 Questions' Supplementary Member replying en- 
titled TO ask for notice 

Mr K. Ahmed put a supplementary question of ivhich 
the Member replymg required notice whereupon Mr Ahmed 
insisted on an answer as the supplementary question arose 
out of the original question. 

The President ruled “The Honourable Member in 
replying is entitled to ask for notice if he is not able 
to answer a supplementary question on the spot 
The Honourable Member has asked for notice and 
therefore the Honourable Member has either to ask 
another question or allow the next question to be 
taken up L A Deb 23 March 1931 pp 2496-97 



267 


Questions — contd 

373 Questions Supplementary Not allowed on state- 
ments LAID ON THE TABLE IN ANSWER TO QUESTIONS 
Notice to be given of substantive questions 

A statement was laid on the table in answer to a question 
after which the Member puttmg the question asked for 
permission to put supplementary questions the next day 
But the President refused saying 

•'I know m one or two cases I did that, but I have re- 
considered the matter I have looked mto the 
proceedmgs, and I have come to the conclusion that 
no supplementanes should be allowed”— L A 
Deb 15 September, 1936, pp 995-96 

374 Questions Supplementary Scope of Big ques- 
tions OF POLICY CANNOT BE DEBATED ON 

On a question re the defence burden of India, a number 
of supplementary questions were asked re the adequacy and 
purposes of defence, whereupon the President observed 

“These are big questions of policy which cannot be 
debated on supplementary questions The Chair 
cannot allow any further questions ” — A Deb , 
12 March 1935, pp 2168-69 

375 Questions Supplementary Should not contain 

REFLECTIONS OR CRITICISMS 

During question time on the 18th September, 1935, the 
Law Member pomted out that reflections and criticisms not 
formmg parts of questions were often mtroduced in supple- 
mentary questions, and the President agreemg remarked 

“With regard to the point of order that has been raised, 
I have observed that often in supplementary ques- 
tions reflections and criticisms are mtroduced which 
is contrary to the rules and Standmg Orders ” — h A. 

' Deb , 18 September, 1935, pp 1168-69 

376 Questions Supplementary Can be put only at the 

TIME ANSWER IS GIVEN 

On the 6th February 1939 Mr Akhil Chandra Datta 
asked a question to which the Government- Member replied 
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that It had already been answered along with another ques- 
tion Mr Datta wanted to put supplementary questions, 
whereupon the President pointed out that the time to put 
supplementary questions was when the question was 
answered along with the previous question — "Supplement- 
anes ought to be put when the answer is given ” — A 
Deb , b February, 1939, p 7ASL 

377 Questions Supplementary Questioner must have 
THE FIRST opportunity TO ASK 

During question time on the 27th February, 1939, a Mem- 
ber rose to put a supplementary question along with the 
questioner, when the President pointed out — 

“Honourable Members must bear m mind that it is only 
proper to give the questioner first opportunity to 
put his supplementary question ” — A Deb , 27 
February, 1939, p 1477 

378 Questions Answers must be given in the Assembly 
AND NOT merely SENT TO MEMBERS 

An answei was given to a certain question that the in- 
formation requiied would be called for and the reply would 
be communicated to the Membei in due course on which 
the Member asked that the reply should be laid on the table 
of the House as otherwise Members would not be able to put 
supplementary questions Sir Alan Parsons doubted if it 
was necessary to lay the answer on the table in view of the 
ephemeral nature of the question, — 

f tj 

’ “I should like to bring to the 
notice of the Treasury Benches that questions are 
asked in the Assembly, and it is the right of every 
Honourable Member of the Assembly to ask supple- 
• mentary questions when replies are given The 
right of asking questions has been allowed for the 
specific purpose of giving, the whole House an 
opportunity of knowing what the answer is I think 
that the practice which has prevailed so far of send- 
ing answers to certain questions to the Member 
concerned is not correct procedure The Honour- 
able Member asks questions with the authority of 
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the Assembly, and the Assembly as a whole is en- 
titled to know the replies to admitted questions 
given by the Tieasurj Benches It is therefore 
necessaiy that all questions which have been put 
in the Assembly should be replied to in the Assem- 
bly L A Deb , 12 February, 1932, pp 611-12 

379 Questions Answers to starred questions should 

NOT REFER TO REPLIES TO UNSTARRED QUESTIONS OF THE 
SAME DAT 

The Home Member ansueimg a starred question referred 
the questionei to ceitain replies to unstaned questions of 
the same date, when Pandit Hirday Nath Kunziu asked if 
such reference was in older 

The Piesidcnt thereupon luled “I think the Honour- 
able Member is quite right The Goveinment should 
take care that in their replies to starred questions 
they make no reference to replies given on the same 
day to unstaired questions ” — L A Deb , 4 Septem- 
ber, 1928, pp 14-15 

380 Questions Reference to answ^er given in Council 
OF State in a previous year not improper, but to be 
read out if required 

In answer to a question, Government referred the Mem- 
ber to certain answers given in the Council of State the 
previous year In this connection the President made the 
following observation 

“The Chair may mention rvith reference to the point of 
order raised about referring an Honourable Membei 
putting a question to the proceedings of the Council 
of State, the Chair’s attention has been drawn to a 
ruling on the subject that Honourable Members 
representing Government might as w^eU bear m 
mind the fact that references to the proceedings m 
another place should, as far as possible, be avoided 
What the Chair w^ould like to add at present ^s this 
The Chair does not thmk that reference to the pub- 
lished proceedings in the Council of State as con- 
taining the answer of Government to a similar 


722 PS 
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question IS mipiopcr. but tiio Chair thinH, for the 
cunseiiiciKu ot this House, the Honourable Member 
v,lio icplits to the ouestion should b^' prepared to 
read out the ansv.er--, if reoiiired — L A Deb 25 
March lO.i'i np Ji,H 2n'55 and 2050 

381 Ql ' sTio'.s A s\’ I ns i uo o. Tin t, nir 'TtO not cn 
nE.\D 

In ih>_ CMireof a •.unplrmc mat \ qiustion Mr Lnlchand 
Nev.ili u "ked tac Char to lav do,’ n the pr.ictice that 
rcphco ta qui tio’i I iid on the tabic should first be rend out, 
in 01 de to enable Memoe,-. to rnU sunolemcntars ouestions 

T 'c Chan ruled rcjta’-ds ti.c point that the 

llonou’ ible Memoc’’ ^ir Lalchnnci Xavalrai nas 
raised he oupht to kno\. that sunplcmcntarj ques- 
tions , ro mtend‘'d to elicit further information 
V hen tlio ansv oi is ci\cn When the nn'',\c: is laid 
on the table the occas'on for nAmy suoplcmentarj 
aae-iiions has passed Tnc replies Inm on the taole 
arc orintocl in the proceedings ana if ans Honour- 
able Member v ishcs to obt.ain more information on 
the subiccl he should gne notice to got it The 
procedure v Inch is nov followed is auite correct’ 

— L A Deb 7 iMarch 1932. p IGIO 

382 Questions Answers Cn\m not responsible for 

,VNSW'ERS GIVXN 

In the course of suoplcmentarj questions a Member 
asked the Chair to direct the Government to give proper 
ansv ers, vdrereupon the President remarked 

“The Honourable Member knows vorj well that the 
Chau has got no suen function at all If the 
Honourable Iilembei finds that an answer is not 
satisfactorv’ it is up to him to find out any remedy 
he can The Chair has no authority in the matter ” 

— A Deb , 20 February, 1939, p 1139 
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583 Questions “Public interest” Government sole 

JUDGE OF 

When a Member asked the Government to lay on the 
table a list of books and pubbcations forfeited by Govern- 
ment, the Government Membei replied that it was not in 
the public mterest to lay them on the table 
' Mr Satyamurti wanted to know what ‘public mterest’ 
meant 

The President observed “The Chair understands 
‘public interest’ is a well known phrase, but whe- 
ther a particular matter is or is not m the public 
interest, it is entirely for the Government to judge ” 
— L A Deb , 3 April, 1937, p 2631 

384 Questions Answers Right of Government to 

REFUSE TO DISCLOSE INFORMATION IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST 

On the 21st March, 1935, in the course of supplementary 
-answers to a question le the opemng of a Federation Branch 
m the Foreign and Political Department, the Government 
Member refused to disclose certam information on the 
^ound that it was a matter affectmg the relations of the 
Governor General in Council with the Indian States, and 
that questions relating to commimications between the two 
were therefore out of order Mr Satyamurti thereupon 
pointed out that no such questions had been raised and that 
as they were dealmg with the proposed Federation, he was 
entitled to an answer 

Whereupon the President observed “As regards any 
particular commimication between the Govern- 
ment of India or the Political Department and the 
States if the Department says that the communica- 
tion IS of such a nature that they cannot m the 
pubhc mterest disclose it, the Chair must accept 
that position ” — A Deb , 21 March, 1935, pp 2426- 
27 

385 Questions Refusal to answer Reasons to be 

GIVEN 

A supplementary question to a question re the Indo- 
Burma Fmancial Adjustment was asked to which the Fm- 
ance Member replied that he was not prepared to answer 
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it It was urged that a refusal to answer any question must 
be supported by reasons and on appeal the President ruled 

“When a Government Member refused to answer a 
particular question, the Chair generally presumed 
that it was because it was not in the pubhc interest 
to answer the question But it is due to this House 
that an Honourable Member of Government, refus- 
ing to answer a particular question, should indicate 
the ground on which he refuses ” — A Deb , 11 
March, 1936, pp 2281-82 

386 Questions Discretion of Governaient in gi\='ing 

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS REGARDING MATTERS OF CONTRO- 
VERSY UNDER Rule 9 

In reply to a supplementary question the Leader of the 
House said that ‘It is not the pohcy of the Government of 
India to disclose the substance of the fact of consultation 
Avxth the Secretary of State’ whereupon it was pomted out 
that unless it was a matter of controversy the Government 
could not refuse to give any information and under Rule 9 
even on matters of controversy a question could be asked 
as to matters of fact The President remarked 

‘T do not know whether the Honourable Member v'ho 
has raised the pomt of order wants the Chair to 
give a direction to the Member of Government how 
to answer a question like that If that is the inten- 
tion of the Honourable Member, I am afraid the 
Chair IS not m a position to give any such direction- 
If the Honourable Member of the Government is 
not in a position to give an answer to a question 
like this, and he will not do it, then I am afraid, the 
Chair has no authority m the matter and must leave 
it to the discretion of the Government whether they 
should answer such a question or not ’’ 

And added 

“As regards Rule 9 (I do not know if there is any other 
rule bearing on the pomt) as the question did not 
disclose any matter of controversy I admitted the 
question, but it is still for the Government to exer- 
cise their proper discretion whether they should 



273 


Questions — contd 

answer a question or not I quite agree with the 
Honourable Member who raised this point of order 
that ordinarily therfe ought to be no difficulty on 
the part of Government to answer a question like 
that, and certainly Rule 9 does not preclude the 
Government from answering a question except 
when the question relates to any matter of contro- 
versy, and if any such question is put then the 
answer would be confined to a statement of facts ’ — 
L A. Deb , 9 August, 1938, pp 174-75 

f 387 Questions Answer to a question stating that the 

EXPENSE OR LABOUR INVOLVED IN COLLECTION OF INFORMA- 
E, TION REQUIRED WOULD NOT BE COMMENSURATE WITH THE 
t RESULTS TO BE ACHIEVED HeLD IN ORDER 

In replymg to a question. Government stated that the 
expense and labour involved in collection of the informa- 
tion required was such that it would not be justified or com- 
mensurate with the results to be achieved, whereupon a 
Member asked, if, after a question had been admitted, it 
was open to the Government to give such an answer But 
the President ruled 

“With regard to the point of order raised, I think it is 
quite within the competence of the Government 
to say that the labour mvolved m coUectmg certam 
information is such that it would not be justified by 
or commensurate with the result The Chair can 
have no knowledge and cannot estimate the amount 
of labour involved m answering the question,” 
and added 

“There may be some obvious cases m which the Chair 
can interfere and suggest to the Honourable Mem- 
ber on behalf of the Government to try and answer 
the question but ordmanly it must be left to the 
Government ” 

The pomt was agam raised the next day as to whether 
Government should be the sole judge m these matters and 
the President reaffirmed his privious ruling — L A. Deb , 
2 April, 1935, p 3375, and L A Deb , 3 April, 1935, pp 3472- 
73 
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388 Questions Answers Lewgthv statements to be 

AVOIDED DnSIRADILITV OF MAKING FULL STATEMEi-JTS- 

PERIODICALLY IN REGARD TO IMPORTANT MATTERS 

In answer to a question regarding the war situation on 
the Indian boideis, a lauly lengths statement \/as made, 
whereupon the President observed as follows 

“With reference to this question and the answer which 
has been given by the Government Member, I wish 
to point out that the oidinary object of interpella- 
tion IS to elicit infoimation on defimte matter of 
public inteicst and not comprehensive discussion of 
a subiect like tlio w'ar situation It is a v ell estab- 
lished rule of the House that during quest mn time, 
a lengthy slat,emont on any subject of th.s nature 
just read out should be a\oided I would suggest 
to the House and paiticulail> to the Government 
Members that as regards the v ar situation, the 
Government may considei whether it is not desir- 
able to make a full statement from time to time 
The Honourable Member v.hd is responsiole for 
Defente might take’ the House into confaaence as to 
tlic progress of the war so far as it affects this- 
country to the extent that is considei ed expedient” 
— L A Deb , 12 February, 1943, pp 141-42 

389 Questions Answers Lengthy statements to be 

LAID ON THE TABLE BUT PURPORT MIGHT BE READ OUT 

In answer to a question regarding a plan for guaranteeing 
freedom from want to demobilised war service-men a fairly 
lengthy statement was read out, after which the President 
remarked 

“I would like to mention to the House that whenever 
any question requires such a lengthy statement 
which has just been read out by the Honourable- 
the Defence Member, it is not the practice that it 
should be read out at length but the purport of it 
may be given and the full answer laid on the table.” 
— h A. Deb , 17 February, 1943, pp 318-19 
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390 Questions Calling of— a second time, wiie*'! Mem- 
CEHS ARE not PHLSENT DURING FIRST CALL, 

On tlic 27ih Octoboi 1941 .iftei the questions on the 
papci had been finishca ihe Picsidont made the following 
announcement ref’u’ding tnc in»ioducnon of a second round 
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392 Questions Dispensing with question hour Agree- 
ment OF ALL members NECESSARY 

On Saturday, the 13th November, 1943, an appeal was 
maae to the President to dispense with the question hour 
on two days m order to give more time for the debate on the 
motion regarding the food situation in Bengal, whereupon 
the President pointed out 

‘There is no question of appealing to the Chair it is 
a question of appealing to the Members of the 
House If they all agree that the questions should 
De dispensed with next Monday and Tuesday, I have 
no oDjection ” 

Some members not agreeing, the President announced that 
the questions would go on, and added 

“Those who do not want to put any questions peed not 
ao so but without general agreement I cannot lay 
down that there shall be no questions on those 
days ” — L A Deb 13 November, 1943, pp 249-50 

393 Questions Of absent members Authority for ask- 
ing SUCH questions should be made over to the office 

After a certain question had been put by a member on 
behalf of another member who was absent, the President 
mquired whether the member asking the question had 
obtained the written authority of the absent member, and, 
on bemg answered in the affirmative, ruled that such written 
authonty should have been made over to the office — A 
Deb 21 November, 1945, pp 589-90 

394 Questions Of absent members Cannot ordinartly 
* be asked without authority Standing Orders 18 and 

19 

On the 22nd March, 1945, a member asked for the Chair’s 
permission to ask a question on the paper when the Presi- 
dent remarked 

“If the Government Member wishes to reply he may 
do so It IS left to him to do so, unless any parti- 
cular member has been authorised to put the 
question on behalf of the absent member ” 
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The Government Member concerned said he did not propose 
to reply However, on the 27th March, 1945 the President 
•explained his ruling of the 22nd March as follows 

“I understand there has been some misunderstanding 
as to vhy I asked, on the 22nd Maich, the Govern- 
ment kle'mbers concerned if they v anted to leply 
TO the two questions of Membeis who were absent 
at the time and had not previously authorised any 
other Membeis to put the questions on their behalf 
I already had occasion to point out (see my luling 
at page 1008 of the Legislative Assembly Debate of 
February' 20, 1935) that in ordei to meet properly 
the requirements of Standing Orders 18 and 19 the 
President would insist ordinarily that the absent 
Member must authorise in wanting another Member 
to put his questions, otherwase they wmuld not be 
answeied orally and the answ'ers wmuld be laid on 
the table and punted in the proceedings in due 
course I saw* no sufficient reason to depart from 
this ruling in the cases mentioned above and I wash 
to make it clear once again that it is not desirable 
that the well-established practice in this respect 
should be relaxed, though in some exceptional cases 
the President may at the request of a Member who 
nas not been especially authorised m that behalf, 
direct the Government Member to reply to a parti- 
cular question of the Member who is absent What 
naopened in the cases referred to wms, that while I 
aid not think it necessary to direct the Government 
Members to reply to those questions, I left it to 
them to do so, if they considered it desirable in the 
public mterest in the spirit of the well-knowm 
parhamentary practice in this connection In May's 
Parliamentary Practice at page 244 it is stated 
“ but in case the member responsible for a 
Question does not answer to the Speaker’s call, a 
Mmister may rise and make such statement on the 
question, as the public interest demands ” This far 
from being in conflict with the requirements of 
Standing Order 19 is an additional means of secur- 
mg the object in view ” — L A Deb , 22 March, 1945, 
p 1890 and L A Deb , 27 March, 1945, pp 2108-09 
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395 Questions Keference to document mentioned in — : 

Substance of such document should be given in ques- 
tion 

When a question was asked in which reference was made 
to a lettei sent by the questioner to the Honourable Member 
and when the answer had been given, a member rose to 
ask if such reference could be made to a document not before 
the House whereupon the President observed 

“I think I gave a ruling before that if a reference is 
made to some statement appearing m a newspaper, 
the substance of that should be given in the ques- 
tion And that also applies to a case like this that 
is to say, the Honourable Member who put this 
question ought to have mentioned the substance of 
the contents of the letter ” — A Deb , 9 February, 
1945, pp 114-15 

396 Questions Supplementary Cainnot be put the next 

DAY IF QUESTION HOUR ON THE PREVIOUS DAY WAS OVER 

BEFORE SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTIONS COULD BE PUT 

Question hour concluded just after a certain answ^er had 
been given w^hen Mr Joshi inquired whether supplementary 
questions could be put the next day but the President 
remarked 

“No a fresh notice will have to be given ” — A Deb , 

10 February, 1943, p 21 

397 Questions Supplementary Cannot be put oh 

ANSWERS LAID ON THE TABLE 

In an answer to a starred question, reference was made 
to a previous answer in which certain statements had been 
laid on the table whereupon the questioner submitted that 
the previous answer should have been read out in full to 
enable him to ask supplementary questions, whereupon the 
President pomted out that if the reply had been given m 
conformity ivith the rules the matter ended there The 
questioner asked of he could put supplementaiy questions 
in view of the fact that that was the last day of the session, 
but the President observed 
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“It does not matter whether it is the last day of the 
Session The rules will have to be carried out 
When the answer has been laid on the table, the 
Honourable Member cannot put any supplementary 
questions on that He can put in a fresh question 
li he likes and if there is time ” — L A Deb , 24 
September, 1942, p 499 

398 Questions Supplementary Cannot be put the 

NEXT DAY on QUESTIONS, THE ANSWERS TO WHICH HAD 

BEEN LAID ON THE TABLE THE PREVIOUS DAY 

After certain answers to questions had been laid on the 
table as the quota had been exceeded, a member pointed 
out that there was no opportumty to put any supplementary 
questions to such questions and requested that permission 
to put such supplementary questions might be given for 
the next day, but the President ruled that it could not be 
done under the rules — L A Deb , 7 November, 1944, p 318 

399 QuESTIO^s GovepninIent Membep colipeteht to 

DELEGATE HIS FUNCTIONS REGARDING ANSV/EPING OF QUES- 
TIONS TO ANOTHER MEMBER 

On the 1st April, 1946, a starred question re recovery 
from UK. and Allied Governments of the compensation 
paid for Bombay Explosion which was addressea to the 
Honourable the Finance Member, was ansviered by the 
Jomt Secretary to the Finance Department Thereupon 
Seth Yusuf Abdoola Haroon, reiterating a similar point of 
order raised by him on 19th March, 1946, urged on the Prcsi- , 
dent that on an important question like the present one, 
the Honourable the Finance Member ought, out of courtesy 
to the House, to have been present to give authoritative 
answers and that he ought not to have left it to his deputy 
to answer the question. 

The President observed. 

“I think I have to say the same thing as I said last time 
In order to be able to supply the information or 
reply to the question. :t is not tins or that Member 
or his importance or status in the semuce that we 
should be guided by. but — e must look to the- 
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« 

Member who possesses the best information to be 
given All subjects, obviously cannot, I believe, 
be fully studied by one and the same Member and 
he will have to rely upon his subordinates for 
getting the information But that is a different 
matter In the present case, the question that has 
arisen was not a question of the policy of Govern- 
ment, which the Honourable Member was asking 
for, but mformation as to whether the Govern- 
ment of India was merely expediting the disposal 
and settlement of a debt, and he was asking for the 
gist of the correspondence between different Gov- 
ernments, a number of Allied Governments being 
indebted to the Government of India, that is com- 
mon ground for both the questioner and the person 
who answered Under the Rules the Chair cannot 
compel a particular Member of Government to 
remain present to answer all questions he has got 
the power of delegation under the Rules ” 

On the point of want of courtesy to the House, the 
Piesident said 

“I am afraid I am not able to see eye to eye with the 
Hon’ble Member, that absence necessarily imphes 
want of courtesy It does not mean that at all, 
because if that were to be the standing rule of inter- 
pretation, I am afraid many Members of the Opposi- 
tion can be charged with the same thing That 
should not be our pomt of view at all Even in 
Parliament, I believe, there is a practice of Parha- 
mentary Secretaries answering questions " 

When another Honourable Member drew the attention 
of the President to Rule 8-A(v), the President observed 

“I may invite the Honourable Member’s attention to the 
defimtion in Rule 2 which says, ‘Member of the 
Government’ means a Member of the Governor 
General’s Executive Council, and mcludes any 
Member to whom such Member may delegate any 
function assigned to him under these rules ” — L A 
Deb , 1 April, 1946, pp 3269-70 (See also p 2543 
of 19 March, 1946) 
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400 QuESiiONS Answers, if not ready in time to be 

LAID ON THE TABLE SUBSEQUENTLY 

On 13th March 1946, a Government Member, in answer 
to a starred question, said “My information on the point 
raised b> the Honourable Member is not yet complete I 
shall send him a reply shortly” The President ruled 

‘ The proper procedure will be to place the leply on the 
table o! the House The Hoqse has been in posses- 
sion of the question and the reply and the supply of 
further information should not be a private arrange- 
ment betw^een an Honourable Member and the 
Government’ — L A Deb 13 March 1946 p 2321 

401 Questions Priority of Of absent members 

On the 11th November 1946 when questions standing 
in the name of Shri Sri Prakasa who was absen* came 
up Dr Zia Uddm Ahmad wanted to put them as he had 
the authority from the absent Member The President said 
that the questions w'ould be taken up after the first round 
v'as over A point w'as then raised by another Member 
whether priority for the questions wmuld not thereby be 
lost as they might or might not be reached whereupon the 
President ruled 

“If a Member remains absent and gives authority, all 
that he can claim is that he should have a chance, 
but he should not have the liberty of remaining 
absent and yet have his questions answered in 
nreference to other Members who are present 
There are a large number of questions and we never 
reach the list to the end If therefore a Member 
remains absent, he should have the chance of having 
them put only after other Members who are present 
are given a chance ” — A Deb , 11 November, 
1946, pp 741-42 

402 Questions Not put by the Member present To be 
treated as wtthdrawtn and not to be printed in the 
Debates 

Certain questions in the name of Mr Ahmed E H. Jaffer 
were not put by him during question hour Another Mem- 
ber having raised the pomt whether the answers to these- 
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•questions would be included in the proceedings, the Presi- 
Klent ruled 

“They are treated as withdrawn and therefore no replies 
will be printed L A Deb , 22 February, 1947, p 
960 

403 Questions Short Notice Member who gave notice 
MUST be present IN THE HoUSE TO PUT IT — AVTH 0 R 1 T 7 IN 
FAVOUR OF ANOTHER MEMBER, NOT RECOGNISED 

On the 26th February, 1948, Mr H V Kamath wanted 
. to put a Short Notice Question on behalf of Prof Saksena 
who had given him an authority in writing Mr Speaker 
ruled that if an Honourable Member puts a Short Notice 
Question as a matter of urgency he should be present in 
the House to put the question himself Mr Kamath was 
therefore not permitted to put the question orally on behalf 
of Prof SaEsena 

[Note — The question therefore stood on the same footing 
as if the Member who gave notice was absent and in accord- 
ance with practice the question along with the answer was 
pnnted in the proceedings ] — C A (Leg ) Deb , 26 Febru- 
ary, 1948, p 1283 

404 Questions Short Notice Or Absent Member Put 
BY another Member m exceptional circumstances 

Prof Ranga who gave notice of a short notice question 
was not present in the House when his question was called 
The President allowed the question, the Government Mem- 
ber consenting, to be read by another Member and the 
answer was given — L A Deb 1 February, 1946, p 351 

405 Questions Answers Whether it is in order to 

REFER TO ANSW^ERS GIVEN IN THE OLD CENTRAL ASSEMBLY 

On 27th November, 1947, the Honourable Shri N V 
Gadgil V hile replying to a starred question referred to his 
predecessor’s replies to certain questions asked m the old 
Central Assembly whose existence was terminated by the 
Indian Independence Act, 1947 On a point of order being 
raised whether this reference was in order, the Speaker 
Iield that the Honourable Minister was entitled to refer to 
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the Dievious ansv/eis — C A (Leg) Deb, 27 November, 
1947,* p 769 

40G Questions Publication in the Press before they 

ARE ANSWERED IN THE HoUSE — ^DEPRECATED 

On the 6th February, 1948, Mr Speaker referred to a 
Short Notice Question due to be answered on that day hav- 
ing found publicity m the Press on the previous day He 
considered this as a breach of the conventions of the House 
and said 

“I might mvite the attention of Honourable Members 
to the desirability of no question or motion findmg 
publicity in the Press before not only these are 
admitted but, so far as questions are concerned, 
before they are answered in the House It is fair 
both to the House as also to the Government that 
the question and answer should go to the public 
together ” 

He mvited the attention of the Press also to this conven- 
tion — C A (Leg) Deb , 6 February, 1948, p 336 

407 Questions re Individual Appointments — when 

ADMISSIBLE 

- On 7th April, 1948, a starred question was asked about 
an appointment to the post of Controller of Printing and 
Stationery, and m course of supplementary questions 
Honourable Members wanted to know the name and qualifi- 
cations of the person appomted On Mr Speaker statmg 
that he would not encourage questions regarding individuM 
appointments, Shri M Ananthasayanam Ayyangar rose to 
a point of order He asked whether, m case of Government 
appointmg a person who does not fulfil the reqmsite qualifi- 
cations, it was not permissible for Honourable Members to 
ascertain the facts by means of questions and bring those 
iacts to the notice of the House On this Mr Speaker 
remaiked 

‘T! think the House would do well in not entering mto 
the merits or grievances regardmg mdividual ap- 
pointments that are made In such cases the best 
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course would be for members of the House to 
approach the Minister concerned For one instance 
of that kind I can well appreciate and imagine 
hundreds of instances m which allegations may be 
made by interested parties against the person 
appointed through questions by Members in this 
House Looking to the balance of convenience and 
inconvenience I do feel that the less v/e discuss 
about the personalities of officers of the executive, 
the better it will be for the administration Other- 
wise, the tone of the admimstration vail go down 
In case there is any m 3 ustice, even after representa- 
tion to the Mimster, it may be open to Members to 
brmg the question before the House Otherwise, 
if every Honourable Member is going to interfere 
in the admimstration in respect of every appoint- 
ment I think there will be no lone at all left The 
function of the House should be to lay dovm policy 
and w'atch the general wmrking of the administra- 
tion rather than interfere in the day to day wmrk ” 

He further said that in regard to such questions— 

“the nllow^ance or disaUow'ance of questions wall have 
to rest ivith me and Honourable Members would do 
well m all such cases to approach the Mmisters^ 
and in case they are not able to get satisfaction or 
they feel that the injustice has not been redressed, 
It Is perfectly open to them to come to me and 
'explam the position so that I may be m possession 
of the facts and may be in a better position to judge 
as to whether a particular question should be 
allowed or not I have laid down the general policy 
and Members would do well to be gmded by it ” — 
C A (Leg) Deb, 7 April, 1948, pp 3355-56 

408 Newspaper Reports Putting of questions on — 

During Question Time on the 18th February, 1949, a 
Member wanted to know whether the facts stated in a neivs- 
paper report, regardmg the useless state of the engmes 
imported from the U SA. was correct 
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Referring to the long-standing practice of the House m 
putting questions merely on newspaper reports, the Speaker 
ruled 

“This is not the practice n hich is followed in the House 
of Commons, and for a very good reason It is the 
responsibility of Members first to ascertain the 
facts — the facts can be ascertained by wilting to the 
new'spaper editor, to the newspaper that publishes 
it or to the Ministry concerned by private commum- 
cation — and then to table a question I am going to 
follow the policy of discouraging all questions based, 
fin merely new spaper reports ” — C A (Legis ) 
Deb , Part I, 18 February, 1949, p 813 

Questions Answers in Hindi to supplementary — 

On the 20th February, 1950 in the course of supple- 
mentary questions and answers, a Member requested that 
the kiinister might reply in English so that others could 
understand the course of the debate 

The Speaker remarked 

“The point is that it is perfectly legitimate and permis- 
sible to use Hindi And I may go further and say 
that the new Constitution makes it obligatory But 
that Is a different matter The hon Member wall 
get an English translation m the proceedings ” — 
Parliamentary Deb , Part 1, 20 February, 1950, pp 
323-24 

410 Questions Supplementary Information may be 

ASKED FOR BUT OPINIONS CANNOT BE EXPRESSED 

On the 24th February, 1950 in the course of Supplement- 
ary Questions and answers the Speaker mtervened 

, “I find many Members expressmg opinions and making 
inferences mstead of asking for information, and 
that makes the answering of the question very 
difficult I do not propose to allow those questions 
in which opimons are expressed” — Parliamentary 
Deb , Part I, 24 February, 1950, p 472 
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411 Question Supplementary disallowance on the 

GROUND THAT IT INVOLVES A MATTER OF OPINION ApPUES. 
EVEN WHEN A MEMBER ASKS THE MINISTER TO STATE THE 
EXTENT OF HIS SATISFACTION IN REGARD TO PARTICULAR- 
STEPS TAKEN 

On the 13th March, 1950, Shrimati Renuka Ray asked a 
supplementary question enquiring whether the IVhnister oi 
Labour was satisfied that the State Governments were tak- 
ing adequate steps to enforce the provisions of the Factories 
Act The Speaker disallowed the same on the ground that 
“it will be asking for opmion if the hon Member asks 
whether the hon Mmister is satisfied etc ” Thereupon, the- 
pomt was raised that “m disallowing questions which m- 
volve matters of opmion, hon Members should be entitled 
to ask the extent to which the hon Mimster is satisfied with, 
the steps taken It is not a matter of giving the questioner’s 
pomt of view or stating what is a mattei of his opinion but 
asking the hon Minister to say, under the circumstances^ 
the extent to which he is satisfied with the steps taken. 
That should not be ruled out ” Not admitting the plea, the 
Speaker ruled 

“The Question Hour is mtended for eliciting infor- 
mation on certain facts An hon Member may feel 
absolutely dissatisfied and the hon Mimster may, 
on the other hand, feel quite satisfied with his own 
administration Hon Members may get the in- 
formation and come to their own conclusions as to 
whether' a matter is satisfactory or not — ^Parlia- 
mentary Deb , Part I, 13 March, 1950, p 774 

412 Questions Inadmissibility of questions relating to 

AUTONOMOUS STATUTORY AUTHORITIES 

On the 8th April 1950, m a supplementary question Shri 
Deshbandhu Gupta wanted to know whether the power' 
connections given b\ the Delhi Central Electric Power 
Authority (an autonomous statutory authority) for indus- 
trial concerns were sanctioned after enquiring into the 
availability of power 
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The Speaker pointed out 

“This House should make it a point, so far as is possible, 
not to interfere with the autonomy of such Authori- 
ties, and questions will be ]ustified only if there is 
something very exceptional to be urged or to be 
known ” 

Continuing, the Speaker observed 

“There is the question of maintaming the balance bet- 
ween the authority of this House and the freedom 
of internal autonomy of the institutions which have 
been granted that autonomy I do not mean to 
maintain the proposition that even though this 
House is sovereign it cannot enquire into certam 
details It has certainly got the right to enquire 
mto any detail But then, for the purpose of exer- 
cismg that jurisdiction we must have the balance as 
to how far we should interfere with the autonomy 
of those bodies That is the principal point to be 
borne in mmd ” — Parliamentary Deb , Part I, 8 
April, 1950, pp 1386-87 

413 Question Hour Whether there can be an extension 

OF — ^beyond the first hour 

On the 1st August, 1950, a part of the first hour havmg 
been taken in the administration of oaths or affirmations to 
21 new Members, some Members suggested the extension of 
the question hour and Shri Kamath asked for a clarification 
whether during the first hour, which shall be, under the 
rules, available for Questions, other matters could be taken 
up 

The Speaker ruled 

“The practice is clear It is the first hour It is not 
one hour 

# 

“First hour means first hour It does not mean that we 
can exceed that and take up the time from the next 
hour 
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“Opinions may differ I hold the view that the first 
hour IS the first ho^r and nothing more ’’—Parlia- 
mentary Deb , Pait II, 1 August, 1950 Cols 17 and 
19-20 

414 Questions re Individual officers not admissible: 

Discussion of merits or demerits of such officers 

NOT permissible UNLESS IRREGULARITY OF MINISTERIAL 

ACTION OR PUBLIC POLICY IS INVOLVED 

On the 8th December, 1950, on a question relating to the 
Director, Cential Drugs Laboratory, Calcutta, the Speaker 
disallowed some Supplementary Questions by Shri Kamath, 
with the following observation 

“It is not in the public interest that an individual 
officer’s merits should be discussed in that manner. 
That official has no chance of coming to the House 
and giving information I admitted this question 
just with a view to see if there was any principle 
involved No principle appears to be involved m 
the question and I do not propose to allow any more 
questions ” 

The same day after question hour, Shn Kamath asked 
for a ruling from the Chair as to whether where an Officer 
of the Government did something contrary to public mterest 
and offensive to public morality, the matter could not be 
brought on the floor of the House and whether the Mmister 
concerned coulcLnot be asked to inquire into the matter. 
The Speaker then gave the following ruhng — 

“The hon Member, by puttmg questions, enquiring into 
individual qualifications of that particiilar official, 
meant to point out very piobably that the officer 
was not fit for the job That was the pomt of 
his questions He was enquiring into the degrees, 
he was enquiring mto his experience and what not. 
Then, I said that I would not allow individual ques- 
tions of that type, either to support or to bring mto 
disrepute any individual officer I said at the same 
time also that I saw no question of principle mvolv- 
ed in it If there is anything done which is illegal, 
which IS done m a high handed manner, winch 
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offends against the public morals, and some ques- 
tion of public policy IS mvolved, such questions 
would be admissible, but not questions otherwise 
relatmg to individual officers whose conduct may or 
may not be liked by certam Members ” — ^Par Deb , 
Part I, 8 December, 1950, Col 741 and Par Deb , 
Part n, 8 December, 1950, Col 1389-90 

415 Q u e s tions’ Short Notice — of absent I^Iember Can- 
not BE PUT OFF TO SOME OTHER D^TE CaN BE PERMITTEI} 
TO BE ANS\’iT:RED, IF THE HoUSE DESIRED IT 

On the 25th November, 1950, a short-notice question m 
the name of Shn Dv i\ edi v as called but the Member was 
not present in the House The Minister of State for Trans- 
port and Railv’-ays submitted that if the Cham v^ould permit 
him, he would like to ans^ver the question Shn Tyagi sug- 
gested that the Question could be put off to some other date 
The Speaker observ'ed 

‘Tt cannot be put off to some other date But if the hon 
Members ■wish that the question should be put and 
ansv.ered I have no objection to the question bemg 
put by any other Member ” 

The question, then, was read out by the Munster hunself 
and the ansv/er given. — ^Par Deb Part I, 25 November, 1950, 
CoL 337-38 


RESOLUTIONS 

General 

416 Resolutions List of Business Alteri^vttve reso- 
lutions EN THE NnME OF ONE MEMBER WHEN ^TER- 
NATTVES CA:^ BE MOATU* 

On the 10th February, 1939 the President after announc- 
ing that a certam resolution standmg m the name of 
Choudhn Raghubir Narayan Smgh had been withdrawn, 
observed. 

“A question has ansen. which the Chair has got to 
consider whether the next Resolution standing m 
the name of the same Honourable Member rpu be 
moved by him now because the headmg says that it 
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js to be moved only if the previous one is barred. 
The Resolution has been v/ithdravm, but, v ithout 
creating any precedent on this point — because the 
Chair may have to consider it later, — the Chair will 
allow the Honourable Member to move the next 
Resolution unless there be any objection on the part 
of any other Honourable Member who has any Reso- 
lution to mo\ e after this 

As there is no objection the Chair will allow the 
Honourable Member to move this Resolution, with- 
out creating any precedent ” 

On the 15th February, 1939 the President further explam- 
ed the matter and ruled as follows 

“Honourable Members will remember that I promised 
to give a ruling on the question that when Resolu- 
tions are put down and there is a Resolution in the 
name of one Member and in the event of that being 
barred, another Resolution has been put down m 
the same name w'hether he is entitled not to move 
the first Resolution standing in his name and then 
move the second Resolution Under Schedule I to 
the Standing Orders in the case of a ballot for 
Resolutions, any Member who has given notice of a 
Resolution may have his name entered in the list 
against one number As Honourable Members are 
not in a position to know whether a Resolution 
named by them w'lll be blocked under Standmg 
Order 31 by another Resolution on the same subject 
obtaimng an earlier place in the ballot, they are 
advised in the usual circular to name more Resolu- 
tions than one in the order of their preference and 
to authorise the Secretary to put down any of their 
Resolutions on the list in the event of their first 
choices being blocked It wall thus be seen that the 
sole object of indicating alternative Resolutions is 
to ensure that success in the ballot is not nullified 
by the operation of Standing Order 31 That relates 
to a Resolution bemg barred by a motion that has 
already been made The indication of alternative 
Resolutions does not give a Member the right to 
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select a Resolution on the floor of the House To 
avoid any misunderstanding, the position is always 
explained in the remarks column of the circular 
intimating the result of the ballot It is, theiefore, 
■ clear that the right to move a particular Resolution 
IS sub]ect to the limitations indicated m the head- 
ing prefixed to each alternative Resolution m the 
List of Business ” — A Deb , 10 February, 1939, 
p 691 and 15 February, 1939, p 951 

417 Resolutions Admissibility of — Point' of ‘ order 

REGARDING ADMISSIBILITY CilNNOT BE RAISED ON THE FLOOR 
OF THE Assembly 

On the 3rd November, 1944, Mr Kailash Bihan Lall 
raised a point of order regarding one of his resolutions which 
Rad been disallowed on the ground that it raised more than 
one issue within the meaning of proviso (a) to S O 59 The 
President pointed out that the matter could not be argued on 
the floor of the Assembly and that the member could only 
• make any representation he liked to the Chair — L A Deb , 3 
November, 1944, pp 222-23 

418 Resolution An amended resolution can be ■with- 
drawn by leave: of the House — Member cannot ask for 
LEAVE TO withdraw -WHILE DIVISION IS IN PROGRESS — 
V/ithdrawal can be mo-ved only after amendments 

HA-VE BEEN DISPOSED OF BY BEING AGREED TO, WITHDRA-WN 
OR NEGATIVED 

On the 25th March 1943 after two amendments to a 
■resolution relating to the grievances of officials and secre- 
■fanat assistants employed in railways had been adopted, the 
amended resolution was put to the House and while the 
division bells were ringing, the mover of the resolution 
asked for leave to withdraw the resolution on an assurance 
given by the Honourable Member for Commumcations 
Thereupon the President ruled 

“The amendments have been adopted and I do not t hink 
the Resolution can be withdra^wn now” — 

■and proceeded to put the question. 
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On the 29th March, 1943. the President, after further con- 
sideration of the matter held that the resolution could be- 
withdrawn by leave of the House after amendments to it had. 
been adopted and observed 

“The House will remember that on the 25th March, 1943, 
when Mr Jamnadas Mehta wanted to ask for leave 
of the House to withdraw a Resolution of his as- 
amended after division had been called and the divi- 
sion bells were still ringing, I ruled that he could 
not do so at that stage On considermg the matter 
further I wish to inform Honourable Members that 
while I was right in refusing, while the division 
bells were ringmg, to enquire whether it was the 
pleasure of the House that the Resolution should be 
withdrawn, I was not right m laymg down that the 
Resolution could not be withdravm by leave of the 
House after amendments to it had been adopted It 
IS laid dovm m May’s Parliamentary Practice at 
page 273 

‘Where an amendment has been proposed to a question, 
the original motion cannot be withdrawn until the 
amendment has been first disposed of by bemg' 
agreed to, withdravm or negatived, as the question, 
on the amendment stands before the origmal ques- 
tion,’ 

I am not aware of any rulmg on the subject by the 
President of this Assembly but havmg given my 
best consideration to the matter I am satisfied that 
the British parliamentary practice m this respect 
should be followed, smce the mover of the amend- 
ment or any other Member can prevent withdrawal 
of a motion by raismg his dissentient voice after the 
amendment had been disposed of ” — A Deb , 25- 
March, 1943, pp 1465-66 and L A Deb , 29 March, 
1943, pp 1544^5 

- 419 Resolution Scope of discussion Where a general. 

QUESTION IS raised BY A RESOLUTION, INDIVIDUAL CASES; 
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WITHOUT ^A^IES MAY DE MENTIONED BY WAY OF ILLUSTRA- 
TION BUT NOT BY WAY OF APPEAL TO GOVERNMENT FOR* 

REDRESS 

On the 25th March, 1943, Mr Jamnadas Mehta, while 
speaking on a icsolution of his moved earlier on the 18th 
March 1943 regarding the grievances of ofTicials and secre- 
ta' assistants employed in raih^ays, cited some individual 
casci and gave the name of a secretariat assistant in one 
instance \V hereupon the President ruled 

'I must icmind the Honouiable Member that the ques- 
tion that lb raised by the Resolution is a general one 
as to the advisability of having an appellate tribunal 
for these cases The Resolution does not permit any 
Honouiable Membei to discuss individual cases by 
V a> of an appeal on the floor of the House to Gov- 
ernment for redress " 

On Air Jamnadas Mehta’s explaining his position, the 
President observed 

“B% nay of illustration the Honourable Member can; 
mention some cases I can quite understand that 
But I do not think that he ought to mention names ’’ 
— L A Deb , 25 March, 1943, p 1438 

420 Resolutions Admission or, by President, no bar to- 

EXPRESSIO> OF OPINHON ON ADMISSIBILITY, BY MEMBERS 

Resolutions May consist of more than one matter pro- 
vided TliEY are ILLUSTRATIVE OF A SINGLE DEFINTTE ISSUE* 

On 4th February 1946, Pandit Govind Malaviya moved 
the follov ing Resolution 

“That in view of the universal e'^ression of public 
opinion throughout the country m the matter, this 
Assembly recommends to the Governor-General in 
Council to give up the trials of the officers of the- 
Indian National Army and to release immediately 
all men and officers of the Indian National Army as 
v'ell as all other political prisoners under detention- 
or impnsonment “ 
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eimilarly given precedence on the 1st April 194?,. 
and on the 8th November, 1946, in the next session. 
On the 8th November, 1946, Pandit Govmd. 
Malaviya was absent, and a motion was made by 
the Honourable the Finance Member for postponing, 
the consideration of the motion to the current 
session This motion was accepted by the House^ 
without any dissentient voice Shortly after the 
adoption of the motion, a telegram was received, 
from Pandit Govmd Malaviya informing me that he 
wished to withdraw the Resolution 

3 On these facts, it is claimed that the Resolution. 

should have been set down and given the first place 
in the List of Business for 7th February, 1947 The 
arguments advanced in support of this contention 
are — 

(i) There being the unanimous decision of the House 

to postpone consideration to the next session, it 
must be given effect to 

(ii) Reliance is placed on Standing Order 7B, and on 
the proviso to Standing Order 9, and it is further 
urged, in the alternative, that if the said proviso 
does not cover the case, as an exception to the 
provisions of Standmg Order 9, it should be held, 
that the said Standing Order stands superseded, 
by implication, in view of the express direction, 
of the House to postpone consideration to the next 
session 

(ill) It is further urged that, m any case, the President 
has got the power of makmg variations m the 
procedure for ballot under the proviso to Stand- / 
mg Order 7B 

4 I may take these contentions seriatim I agree that 

every decision of the House — ^whether it be a unam- 
mous one, or by majority — ^has to be given effect to.. 
But I would add that the manner in which and the 
extent to which this effect can be given, have to be- 
subject to the Rules and Standing Orders govemmg 
the business of the House As will be seen later. 
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in this particular case, the decision of the House was 
given effect to 

5 I am unable to accept the very wide proposition that 
even a unammous decision of the House can by 
implication be taken as superseding all Standing 
Orders and Rules The most natural interpietation 
of any decision of the House is that the House 
wishes to give effect to it strictly in. conformity 
with the Standmg Orders and Rules If the House 
so feels, it IS competent to take proper steps for 
such changes, as it may like, in the Standing Orders 
and Rules To interpret the decision of the House, 
as abrogating or supersedmg Standing Orders by 
implication would be a very dangerous canon of 
interpretation There would then be no fixity of 
any procedure governing the business of the House 
and no safeguards to mdividual members of the 
House m respect of the exercise of their rights, as 
such members, in matters where they differ from 
the majority To my mind, it is essential for the 
best and most democratic functionmg of the House 
that there should be stability of procedure, which 
should not be hable to change by implication with 
every decision of theJHouse, even if the decision be 
unanimous Even on consideration of balance of 
convemence, the acceptance of this contention 
would be dangerous, and will lead to greater in- 
convemence them convemence and to the supeises- 
sion of the liberties of the dissenting mmority It is 
to be remembered that a decision of the House is 
not always unammous decision, and even in cases 
where it is unanimous, I may be permitted to pomt 
out that the unanimity is perhaps relative and not 
absolute Even Members, who have not been 
present in the House, when a particular decision 
was taken, are equally interested m mamtaimng 
the stability of the procedure, and any decision 
agreed to by all Members, who were present (it is 
m this sense that it is alleged that the decision is 
■unanimous) ought not to affect the rights and pnvi- 
ieges of absent Members as regards the procedure 
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for conducting the business of the House I am,. 
therefore, unable to accept the contention that 
the Rules and Standing Orders relating to the 
business of the House are capable of being changed 
by implication and without any resort to the special 
procedure competent to the House, expressly laid 
down for the purposes of such changes in thg Rules- 
and Standing Orders, as the House may oesire 

6 Reliance is placed on the proviso to Standing Order 
9 which reads as follows — 

“Non-official business set down for any day and not 
disposed of on that day shall not be set down for 
any subsequent day, unless it has gained pnonty 
at the ballot held with reference to that day 

Provided that, notwithstanding anything contained up- 
standing Orders 7A and 7B, any such business 
which has been commenced shall be set down for 
the next day allotted to business of that class, and 
shall have precedence over all other busmess set- 
down for that day ” 

It will be clear from the wording of the proviso to 
Standing Order 9 that only that business shall be 
set down for the next day allotted to business of 
that class ‘which has been commenced’ The 
obvious meaning is that the busmess has not been 
disposed of by the end of the day, allotted to that 
particular class of busmess In ordinary language, 
it would be called a part-heard matter, and, there- 
fore, it cqmes up automatically on the next day- 
allotted for that particular class of business The 
proviso cannot and clearly does not apply to cases 
in which the consideration of the matter though un- 
finished was put off to some other day and tlierefore 
not ending at the end of the day It cannot be said' 
because of the postponement that the matter is- 
part-heard in the sense that it was pendmg at the 
end of the day It was undoubtedly part-heard in. 
the sense that the consideration was not completeci. 
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It will be appreaated that the object of the Stand- 
ing Order is to give the fullest chance for the dis- 
posal of all non-ofdcial business, and, at the same^- 
time, to give fair and equal opportunities to all 
Members for brmging forward other Resolutions 
If a Resolution of the House to postpone considera- 
tion were to be mterpreted as keepmg the matter 
pending at the end of the day, and, therefore, entitl- 
ed to precedence over all other business at the next 
day for such busmess, it will mean that the majority 
is bemg placed m a position to so dommate the 
conduct of busmess on days aRotted to private 
business as to allow it to bar all chances for any 
individual dissentient Member to brmg his Resolu- 
tions before the House Supposing fave or six Reso- 
lutions are put in the list of Business for a parti- 
cular day, one or two are discussed up to the end 
of the day, and as regards the remairung, the House 
passes Resolutions, by a majority, to postpone con- 
sideration to the next session If all these have to 
be included in the List of Busmess and given 
priority, what will happen to the Resolutions of 
other Members, who might have given notices m 
respect of them‘d Even if they get a chance m the 
ballot, they will never, or rarely be able to bnng 
their Resolutions before the House Considera- 
tions of equity and equal opportunities to all 
Members also pomt to the same conclusion 

7 As regards the contention that I have the power of 

making variations under the proviso to Standmg 
Order 7B, it is enough to pomt out that the power 
is m respect of ‘variations in the procedure for 
ballot Ordinarily the Standmg Order requires 
that the procedure set out m the Schedule shoiild be ^ 
followed, but the President is given the power to 
vary the procedure as he hkes The procedure fot 
ballotmg to settle the precedence is different from 
settling the precedence itself on the List of Busmess^ 
for a day 

8 For the leasons stated above, the postponed Resolu- 

tion has to be balloted, and if it does not secure a. 
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place an the ballot, it cannot be placed on the List 
of Business for the next day much less can it be 
placed as first item The effect of the decision of 
the House for postponement of consideration is 
therefore to supersede neither the necessity for 
balloting nor to afiect the precedence as determmed 
by the ballot 

9 In the nresent instance the Resolution was, there- 

fore, balloted even though there was no fresh 
notice on the part of the Honourable Member to 
have the Resolution balloted His telegram for 
withdrawal could have no effect Tlie Resolution 
being the property of the House and there being a 
decision to have it for consideration at the next 
session it was considered admissible for ballot 
Unfortunately, it did not secure a place in the 
' ballot, and therefore, it could not be included m the 
List of Busmess for the 7th February, nor did it 
secure a place in the ballot for the 18th February 

10 In view of the keenness shown by some Members of 
the House I considered the question as to how this 
Resolution could be brought before the House One 
possible course would be that Members who have 
got precedence for items Nos 1 and 2 in today’s 
agenda may not move them and thus give place to 
item No 3 which is substantially the same as Pandit 
Govmd Malaviya’s Resolution The other course 
would be that Government may allot time for dis- 
cussion of the Resolution, as the decision for post- 
ponement was unanimous, the Govermiient also 
being a party to it ” — 1j A Deb , 18 February, 

" 1947, pp 771—73 

•422 Resolution Whether or not resolutions moved in 
THE LAST Session of the Constituent Assemi,ly have 
LAPSED WITH REFERENCE TO ARTICLE 389 OF THE CONSTITU- 
TION 

On the 9th February, 1950, a Member raised the question 
-whether it would be permissible for him to continue his 
speech which he had not concluded in the last Session of the 
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Constituent Assembly on the resolution regarding Abolition 
of Night Air Mail which he had moved 

He argued that under Article 389 of the Constitution 
Bills have been kept pending, by virtue of which they have 
been discussed m the House now But there was no such 
provision for resolutions Therefore, in the absence of any 
such specific provision he contended that he may be 
permitted to continue his unfinished speech 

The Speaker ruled as follows 

“ The point is covered amply by Ai tide 389 

This provision is m the Chapter headed ‘Temporary 
and Transitional Provisions’ and by a specific pro- 
vision this House has been created as a Piovisional 
Parliament till a new Parliament is constituted and 
It begins to function Therefore it became neces- 
sary to have a provis’on as to what part of the busi- 
ness m the House which is no\" defunct should 
sur\uve for the purpose of continuation m this 
House It was for this reason that Article 389 was 
enacted and as it specifically refers only to Bills, it 
follows by implication that all other pending busi- 
ness automatically drops out That is hov'' the 
hon Members resolution should be considered to 
have lao'Jed ” — Parliamentary Deb Part II, 9 Feb- 
ruar\ 1950 pp 352-53 

423 Resolutions — Authorising Provisio’ ,vl P^nLiAMEirr 
TjioiEn Article 249 of the Constitution /is adapted 
UNT iER Article 392 for making Lnv/s under St^tl 
subjects (ite^is 26 anti 27 o*^ List H) not beyond thf 

SCOPE OF THE CONSTITUTION 

During the debate on the 12th August, 1950 on the Offi- 
cial Resolution seeking to authorize Parliament to make 
lav s wnth respect to items 26 and 27 of List II of Seventh 
Schedule of the Constitut’on for a period of one year from 
15th August 1950 (in accordance vnth Article 249 of the 
Constitution as aaapted by the President under Article 392 
thereof) Shn J R Kapoor ra sed a no nt of order 
on the ground that the Resolution was beyond the scope of 
the Constitution He contended that accord’ng to Entry 33 
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of List III, all that the Central Government had to do was to 
declare that an emergency had arisen and that the next 
step was to pass the necessary legislation. He further 
observed that any item included in the Concurrent List can 
be taken up by Parliament m its owm inherent right vuthout 
passing any Resolution 

The Speaker then ruled 

It seems those who are urgmg this point are not clear 
as to tne precise division of powers made by entry 
d3 of List III on the one hand and the powers 
< wbiCh are left to the States under items 2G and 27 
of List II Item No §3 is in the Concurrent List and 
the Centre uill have power, only on the condition 
that Parliament by lav' declares that the control of 
such industries oy the Union is expedient m the 
public interest ThereJore, the power of the Centre 
to legislate m respect of item 33 is restricted to 
such industries as are declared by Parliament, by 
law, to be expedient m the public mterest , 

“Now- such a law is not obviously conceived as a tempo- 
rary measure for six months or a year It becomes 
a permanent legislative measure, unless Parliament 
chooses to revise it 

‘ But so long as sued legislation stands the power 

of Parliament to legislate m respect of industries is, 
to that extent a permanent measure For mstance 
such other situations may be imagined — there may 
be a -war, there mav^ be some other exception^ 
circumstances m which case it becomes necessary, 
for the Union for the sake of a common policy to 
co-orainate rhe policies of State Goveinments m 
t eria n respects If the scheme of Aihicle 249 is 
seen ii r^ull be founjl that, it reqmres a lesolution 
<if the CouncJ of States supported by not less than 
rv o-ihirds of the members present and voting 

‘Now hon memners '■’uli be aware of the Constitution 
of the Council of States The Council of States 
cons mostly, if not -wholly, of the representati\ es 
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of the various States and the spirit of the Constitu- 
tion IS that if those representatives of the Stit^'S 
concur m vesting the Pariiament //ith a po//^-; 
naving the effect not of di vesting lhe State > of 
certain pov.ers, but enabling the Centre to have 
concurrent pothers, so that Central Legislation rna / 
supersede the State legislation, ihen only Cr.n //'"- 
get out of the diniculties and the Centre can e/ei- 
Cise the nov ers Toaay, as v/c nave not go> th . 
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that IS laid before us It does not go against the 
Constitution and the Resolution as it stands is per- 
fectly m order and a valid one from the constitu- 
tional point of view ” — ^Parliamentary Deb , Part II, 
12 August, 1950, Cols 929 — 34 

424 Resolutions Subject matter if sub judice In- 
admissible 

On the 23id November, 1950, Kaka Bhagwant Roy sought 
to move a Resolution re the management of the Lady 
Hardmge Medical College and Hospital, when the Speaker 
observed that the Resolution could not be permitted as the 
matter was sub judice Kaka Bhagwant Roy pointed out 
that the case pending in a court of law in this connection 
had very little to do with the facts which he wanted to 
place before the House The Speaker ruled the Resolution 
out of order, observmg 

'The substantial point at issue is that the question of 
administration of the College, if not directly, in- 
airectly, is bound to be the subject-matter of pro- 
ceedings in the Court That is the chief question. 
The hon Member was good enough to admit that 
nis proposition was connected with it — though he 
said ‘very little’ connected, not much more What- 
ever the degree of connection, undoubtedly the 
matter is sub judice ” 

Shri B Das then submitted that this matter raised a 
question of privilege as also a constitutional issue He en- 
quned whether in view of the fact that Parliament was 
now sovereign, the fact that a law smt was pending re an 
administration precluded the House from discussing that 
subject 

The Speaker thereupon observed 

“The Constitution has all along maintained the position 
that there shall be independence of the Judiciary, 
and therefore there shall be no interference m 
matters which are pending adjudication before the 
courts Our rules also are based on that ground 
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Questions have been disallowed and so far as reso- 
lutions are concerned, our rule 116 is very clear It 
says 

'It shall not relate to any matter which is under 
adjudication by a Court of law having jurisdiction 
m any part of India ’ 

The question is not about this or that matter or 
the sovereignty of this House It appears to me, 
from various observations made by Members at 
different tunes that we carry very special notions 
about sovereignty The House is no doubt supreme 
It can legislate differently, if it likes But there are 
certam prmciples on which the Constitution pro- 
ceeds and this House will be well advised, even if 
there is any right, to keep off from matters which 
are pending enqmry before the courts ” — Par Deb , 
Part H 23 November 1950, Col 542-43 

Amendments 

425 Rlsolutions Amendment Part disallowed under 
Standing Order 31 

A portion of an amendment to a Resolution was disallow- 
ed on the ground that it was identical substantially and 
verbally with a Resolution decided in the same Session — 
D A Deb , 21 July, 1923, p 4832 

426 Resolutions Amendment Scope of Standing Order 

33 (1) / 

To the Resolution recommendmg appomtment of a Com- 
mittee of Inquiry mto Currency and Exchange, Mr 
Jamnadas Mehta moved an amendment proposmg the estab- 
iishmeiiC of a State Bank 

The President ruled “The establishment of a State 
Bank is clearly a separate proposition altogether 
and must be copsidered on its own merits I do not 
say that as a matter of argument the Honourable 
Member would not be otherwise entitled to argue 
that a State Bank would be a better general 
manager of the currency than the present 
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.iiithnnlic-,, but he cunnol p50po,c the c ^t.iolishnunl 
of n Stale Banl as an aincnumtnl to the oiiginal 
Resolution L A Deb, 27 Jnnitan,, 1^21, pp 
001-02 

427 Ri >01 tTtoNs Ani^-tj'U’.T v.d'MkG sco 'F Olt or 
OPDi I’ 

To a UKolulion ic lh“ rijjK* ent.ition of the Indvin 
C!ui 11 >n Coi viuinil’ m llie Publu S< t 'C.^ .m t.n''n''in er.t. 
seel tnr to imiuue ihe claim o*" tne Sd h Cmirnunil'' 'as 
sourtht 'o O' nio\t i 

Tlie Pusidonl oli'(r\fd The mironal elution 
neais onb v ith the clairis of im, Inman Christ .n 
tommunil foi icn’C'.entalu'n in nnb! c ‘■crM'o? 
etc That Re nluiion do"' not lii’O” on n for chs- 
(us^ion ‘‘le V Iui'l. oiu v""n of *h( ’ oi "=' n,tatiOn of 
tnc \a’ oils ( ornni'inilit s ui in-, <> 'Ihe 'rn^noment 
01 the llonnu’ ibie Siu. a Ilmb''n^ S rfO' Riai 
V )d( ns tin SCO')' of tlx 'Je.o'ut on in Ji ‘ 'c^pecl 
and IS thiicfon out of oinu — L A Dob 9 
Aupiisl lh;-5, pp 127'i-70 

428 RisOIutio*, ipnomv't \Mr sOMr'.T sht i >f. to 
D iiiTr Tin N.oiie sot aNd'^ok ,>M) to seisTiioTr 

nn' I OK Tin i\TnR v onn * Not dii'lct NFr\TivE of 
rii'' Rusolltion .no is TiirnEroRi in orori' Standing 
Ordhi 33f2) 

To o roselulion iccommondint’ that the Gosernment 
shou’d not ratifs a draft convention nor accco' (iia lecom- 
mendations Mi loshi moved an amendment to delete the 
words not and nor and to substitute “and ’ for the latter 
V oru wnen obiection was raised that the amendment being 
a direct negative should not be allowed 

The Piesident ruled “The Honourable Member's point 
of order is that the amendment is a direct negative 
of the motion I have given the best consideration 
to the matter and I have come to the conclusion that 
it is not and it does not come under the Standing 
Order to which'the Honourable Member has drawm 
my attention The object of the Honourable Mem- 
ber in moving his amendment is to place before 
the House the second iss»-e involved, the issue 
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of latiftcation of the Convention' .\s ly^ninsl ilio Ouv- 
erninent's recommendation not to do so If dial 
Standing Ordei weie mtcipioted ns conloiidod II)o 
result would be that le^ccting the GoviMnnU'iU 
Resolution would not moan thni llio House had 
aecided to ratify the Convention Jl j,s llioioforo 
necessaiy that the amendment should he 'illow''d, 
as it IS not a direct negative in the scum covoior) 
by the Standing Oidci, but gives Ihe lion, i’ no 
opportunity of deciding whether they v/ant (o iiiUly 
the Convention or whether they want to icftiiie lo 
do so L A Deb , 1 April, Um, pp loid y‘Mi) 

429 Resolutions AMENownur Musi not' I'l vamjk ok 

' INDEFINITE 

Dating the discussion on the Ottav/a Agtec*riicni Id ofu- 
tion the Fiesident ruled a cerlain amcndrnrn!. old o) o/d"r 
as it V as vague and indehnile — L A D( b , 0 i)< o h)\>< i , 
1932 p 2930 

430 Resolutions AmendmeiIT Peil/j/,, no , o, Zv /' Annn ,/ 

PFQLrRED rOH iLlEl'-Wl-.G All AWELirAKUT ON ’Illy OhW.g 
a i^EP 

Dunng the discussion on the Kc oluiion rd pu a ntion 
of importation of foreign nee Profc or /tor o m /Ad t// 
om.t certain ”'ords from the amcodroen^ of Ahuh h< h-ai 
given nonce sna to move the arnenornent //dhoot too,/ 
■^ords woereupon the Pres^ocni iolo h'rn ih - 
move the arrendmen'" and obtam ieaoe of to'- Jfoo / to o/oit 
whst he —ants from the aroendmen* Th' , v/t , roco/oma/y 
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The consideration of the point of order was, however, 
reserved by the Speaker for a subsequent occasion and on 
the 23rd November 1950 when the debate on the Resolu- 
tion was resumed, the Speaker observed 

“I may say at this stage before Prof Shah replies that, 
a question was raised last time as to whether cer- 
tain amendments were in order bemg the negative 
of the original proposition I had not then consider- 
ed the matter I said at that time, I will consider 
the matter and though there appears to be some 
techmcal difference between the amendment of Illr 
B R Bhagat and Dr Deshmukh, it appears to me 
that both of these are substantially negative of the 
original proposition 

“There is one difference between the tivo amendments 
Ivir Bail Ram Bhagat s amendment does not touch 
and it leaves alone the latter part of the Resolution 
which says ‘that necessary steps be taken forthv/ith 
to give effect to them before the next election’ 
In Dr Deshmukh’s amendment ..tlus portion is also 
deleted ’ 

Dr Deshmukh contended that his amendment was m 
order as there w as a provision in the Constitution by which 
Parliament was authorised to determine what other qualifi- 
cations might be laid down and that he was seeking the 
opportunity through this Resolution to prohibit Government 
from bringing forward any Bill prescribing any qualifica- 
tions m addition to those that had already been laid down m 
the Constitution 

Rulmg both the amendments out of order the Speaicer 
observed 

“Both are in identical terms As Dr Deshmukh said, 
the Constitution itself provides two qualifications 
Therefore, I interpret the Resolution of Prof Shah 
as meaning, when he says that qualifications be laid 
down, that qualifications as mentioned in clause (c) 
be laid down That is the proper meaning of the 
Resolution Therefore, to say that no other qualifi- 
cations than those that are laid down m the (insti- 
tution should be laid down, really is negative of the 
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jngmai resolution Xhat is how it comes to How- 
ever, he may place it, the substance of it is a 
negative of the motion But, I must say that a dis- 
tmction between the two amendments is that the 
latter part of the Resolution is kept alive by Mr 
Bhagat’s amendment, whereas Dr Deshm'ukh’s 
amendment does away with the latter part, ana 
correctly so The mamtenance of the latter part 
really is of no effect, because, the Constitution itself 
has made a provision and nothmg further remains 
to be done There is no pomt m saying thereafter 
that steps be taken forthwith to give effect to them 
before the next elections Steps will be taken, of 
course, certainly durmg the course of the elections 
Therefore, I feel clear that these two amendments, 
being negative of the original proposition, are out of 
order 

As regards the other argument. Dr Deshmukh wants to 
settle this question once for all So long as the 
Constitution stands, I do not see how this House or 
any other House could be prevented from agitatmg 
the same question over and over agam This Reso- 
lution will not be bmdmg at all times ” — ^Par Deb , 
Part I|!,23 November, 1950, Col 530-31 

SESSIONS 

132 Session Secret Session Procedure laid down 

FOR — 

After the proposal of the Leader of the House for holdmg 
a secret session of the Assembly had been accepted, the 
President remaiked 

“1 shall therefore m exercise of the powers given to me, 
order the galleries to be cleared on that day v/hen 
the motion is going to be moved, with the exception 
of the gallery for the Council of State, and I shall 
also direct that the proceedings be not taken dov/n, 
recorded or published ” — 1 , A. Deb , 23 February, 
1942, p 405 
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STATETvIENTS 

<33 Stateivienis Discretion of ChxiIR to allow IVIemlers- 

TO MAKE 

On the resumption of further consideration of the Code 
of Criminal Procedure (Amendment) Bill on the 16th Sep- 
tember, 1929, Sir James Crerar rose to make a s'^atement 
when objection was taken that such a course was not in 
order 

Tne President ruled “I have been told that if I allow 
the Honourable the Leader of the Hou'^e to mcKc a 
statement at this stage it would facilitate public 
business curtail the debate an^, save publit time I 
have a w ays exercised the power vested m me m 
such cases, and I propose to exercise that power in 
this case, and tvill exercise that power so long as 
I am in this Chair ” — A Deb , 16 September 1929, 
pp SoC-til 

434 Statements No discussion allowed on But qles- 

TIONS to Ei-ICIT TNFORIvIATION PERMITTED 

On me 21st September, 1931, the Finance Member mads, 
a slatemenL on the Financial position after which certain 
questions weie jiut to him and Members proceedea tj make 
observations, when — 

The President intervened and said “I should Lkp to 
bung to the notice of Honourable Member^ that no 
discussion iviU be allowed on the statement, but if 
arij: Honourable Member wishes to ask qi’Cst nns to 
elicit further information I iviU certaui'y permit 
hin to do so ” — A Deb 21 September, 1931, pp 
713-14 

435 Statements Statement by Leader of Party How 

FAR IN ORDER 

On the motion to refer the Professions Tax Limitation 
Bill to Select Committee, Mr Jmnah proceeded to make a 
statement gmng reasons for the decision of his party to 
withdraw from the Assembly for the rest of the session, 
when a member rose and asked that due consideration haight 
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would be no further questions Questions, if at all 
they aie deemed necessary, may be framed on what 
has been stated in the statement, and they may be 
aealt with later on ” — C A (Leg ) Deb , 30th March, 
, 1948, p 2745 

VOTE 

437 Vote Members not sworn in Not entitled to 

TAKE part in ELECTION 

During the election of the Standmg Finance Committee 
dor Railways, — 

The President ruled “Honourable Members who have 
not taken their oath are not entitled to take part 
in this election If they have by any chance voted, 
their votes would be regarded as invalid” — L A 
Deb , 21 January, 1927, p 17 

438 Voting Liberty of — of Members of Select Com- 

NnTTEE 

A Member asked for a ruling as to whether Members 
oDf Select Committee could vote as they liked 

The President remarked “I hardly think that is a 
matter for the Cheur to deal with If the Honotir- 
able Member means whether an Honourable Mem- 
oer who has changed his mind can vote in a way 
contrary to that proposed by the Select Committee 
wnose report he has signed I see no power in the 
Chair or the Assembly to debar him from doing 
so ” 

The Member inquirmg if there was anythmg unparlia- 
mentary about it, — 

The President remarked “That is a somewhat wide 
phrase ” — ^L A. Deb , 15 September, 1922, p 615 

439 Voting Personal interest 

During the discussion on the Steel Industry (Protection) 
Bill, Mr Devaki Prasad Sinha raised a point of order that 
Members interested in the Tata Iron and Steel Co as Direc- 
tors or shareholders should not be allowed to take part in 
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the proceedings of the Assembly or allowed to giude its; 
deliberations m the capacity of the President of the Assem- 
bh After some discussion on the point of personal interest, 
as it was applied in the House of Commons, — 

The President ruled “I have sufficiently heard Mem- 
ners on this point It has been raised rather in an 
irregular manner Still I am not sorry that it heis 
been raised and we ha\e had the expression of 
opinion from various Members of the House In 
the House of Commons objection has been raised 
to members ha\ing a direct personal interest vot- 
ing — not taking pait in the debates — only in case 
of pri\ate Bills and even then the objection has on 
a good manj, occasions not been upheld My con- 
clusion lb that in tins case I cannot uphold the 
objecLion raised b% Mr Devaki Prasad Sinha This 
IS not a private Bill designed to promote the inte- 
, lesis of the Tala Iron and Steel Company It is a 
Bill brought in by Government involving a ques- 
t'on 01 nubile polici to give protection to the steel 
industry 

Funner vc na\c to boar m mma the action that the 
House has alreaay lalen during the two days’ 
acb 'ic ' nen appointed as members of the Select 
Commit icc of this House various Members who 
declared that they v ere shareholders of the Tata 
Company I must therefore o\errule the objec- 
tion — L A Deb , 2 June 1924, pp 2469-85 

440 VoTI^G PERSO^AL I^~rEREST 

On the Supplementary' Demand for Grant m connection 
v'lth the grant of bounty to steel manufacturing companies 
I^Ir Chaman Lai asked for a ruling as to vmether share- 
holders of Tela s v ere entitled to vote on the Demand 
Khan Bahadur Sarfraz Hussam Khan mterjected “How 
does the name of Tata’s come in here’’ 

The President gave the foUovnng ruling; ‘ I think the 
Honourable Member is asking me to play the 
ostrico The Honourable Member (Zvlr Chaman 
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Withdrawal — contd. 

The President ruled that according to the Standing 
Orders he could have permission only to move a 
Resolution — L A Deb , 17 September, 192^, p 983. 

443 Withdrawal Withdrawal of ameitoments cannot be 
MADE WHILE ANOTHER MEMBER IS SPEAKING 

While a Member was speaking on a certain amendment, 
the mover of the amendment intervened and asked for per- 
mission to withdraw the amendment The Member speak- 
ing asked whether it was permissible while he was speaking 
and the Deputy President in the Chair (Mr Akhil Chandra 
Datta) ruled 

‘When a certain Member is on his legs and is m posses- 
sion of the House, the motion cannot be vnth- 
drawn ” — L A Deb 6 Decemboi , 1918 p 3952 
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Dfd'^ioT Pait«i 
No 

Ansi NT Ml MlirRS— 

.Menh-r D n^iialifiation of mcTil*crhip due lo 

al '^cncc . , ^15 ^36 

Mcnl'cr TnWinr amendment nb ent when called 
li\ Chair loic'. hi nd't to move later on at 3 335 

Debate Permn'ihihiv of— of rrplici of an bon 

Minister tn 111' alienee . Z4fi 179 

ADDRI S';— 

Sef' Go\cmo’-Gcnerar’ 

ADJOLRNMI N"I MOTION— 

Adjournment Motion Action talcn In oiiihontv in 
du- adminniratiun of lju Cannot be subject of <;o 3: — 3^ 

Adjournment Motion AHeped ncflircncc of Raihta\-s 
m not pnmdinf hrltt'- in Matiom, etc* Motion in 
order ...... 39 jp 

Adjournment Motion Arresr of a Mcmlwr under the 
ordinar. law of the land does not tantamount to 


breach of pnvilcrc nor can l>e the siibjca matter of 
an adioummcnt motion . . 


3n— 36 

Adjournment .Motion Ha*cd on Gosemmem’s refusal 
to ans ter certain questions Not ndmissiMe 

40 

3f.- 37 

Adjournment Motion Ba'cd on Decisions of Go\-cm- 
ment on a Report .Motion postponed to craMc 
Members to studs the Report . 


14 

Adjournment Motion Cannot be mosed on matter' 
cntailinp Ijepislation .... 

4 t 

•• / 

Adjournment Motion Circulation of copies of notices 
of Not practicable 

n 

4 

Adjournment Motion Disallowed Facts mmiion-d 
donotjuslifs nllepationsin 

4S 


Adjournment Motion I ffcci of ... . 

5 

7— % 

Adjournment Motion Fired at 4 r M VTIirn eftd- 
siruc) four soiinR on an amendment seas in pni^e-si 
.Motion not to be dclased further than ssas a''.rt!utclv 
neccssan . . ... 

7 
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ADJOURNMENT MOTION— contd 

Adjournment Motion To discuss appomtment of 
tribunal by Secretary of State re distribution of 
Revenues Objection that matter not urgent (as 


Government had taken final decision) disallowed 

23 

15 — 16 

Adjournment Motion To discuss arrest and detention 
of person under orders of Govt, of India When m 
order 

24 

16 — 17 

Adjournment Motion To discuss sentences of Martial 
Law Court In order 

26 

17 — 18 

Adjournment Motion To discuss prevention of per- 
sons from travelhng by Railway imder orders of 
Provmaal Govt In order 

27 

IS 

Adjournment Motion To discuss stoppage of Rail- 
way Trains In order 

28 

18—19 

Adjournment Motion To discuss Mr Mudie’s En- 
quiry Report Motion as framed not speafic . 

35 

23—24 

Adjournment Motion To discuss the attack on 
President by a newspaper not admissible Question 
of pnvilege (assummg that it arose) could not be 
discussed on a monon for adjournment 

37 

25 

Adjournment Motion To discuss delay m pubhshmg 
Tariff Board Report, Not admissible m view of prac- 
tice to pubhsh such report with the conclusions of 
Government thereon . 

43 

28 — 29 

Adjournment Motion To discuss refusal of Govern- 
ment to take action m rate war between certam 
compamcs m Haj Traffic Motion not m order as 
Government had no obhganon to mterfere 

44 

29 

Adjournment Motion To discuss the escape of Mir 
Laik Ah from Hyderabad State Not allowed as the 
matter related to law and order, a State subject, and 
also as It was not urgent 

55 

36—48 

Adjournment Motion To discuss wide question of 
pohcy Not m order 

52 

33—34 

Adjournment Motion Where Government disputes 
facts alleged m motion Authentic offiaal informa- 
tion necessary 

33 

22 

ADJOURNMENT OF DEBATE— 

Adjournment of Debate Discretion of the Chair 

3 

I — 2 

Adjournment of Debate Interval between motions for 
Discretion of Chair 

2 

I 

Adjournment of Dpbate,^ Motion when allowed to be 
moved 

T 

t 
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Decision Pnges 
Xo 


ADJOURNMIINT 01 IULHOUSL— 

Adjoummcnl of the House CannoJ be mo\cd b\ n 
member Di crction of Chair 


A 


AGllNDA— 

Sfc List of Husinc's" 


ALLLG \ nOXS— 
iff ' Dcbaic” 

AMLNDIS’G BlLl-S— 
iff “Uilh’'. 


ASILX'DMLNTS— 


AmenJmenis Qialr not linunJ to put amendment* to 


to the Hiusc in the order in \shich notices ucre piicn 

60 

■ 50-5* 

Amendments Member speal * to ongiml motion Mth- 
oui moving amendment Cannot move amendments 
contequeniJ) 

59 

50 

Member labling nn amendment, absent when called 
b> Chair, loses hts nghl to move later on 

3»3 

225 

Motions Amendments Time for moving — to mo- 
tions Must be moved immcdiatcl) after the main 
motion 

3«9 

227— 22S 

Amendments Ncgiuvc in diameter Out of order 

431 

307—309 

Nouccs of Amendments, etc Should be given in 
proper form and not on slips of paper* 

321 

231 

Amendments Praaicc of tabling amendments os de- 
bate proceeds from day to day To be allow ed in 
the discretion of the Chair 

6j 

51—52 

Amendments Procedure Discretion of Chair to 
sclca amendments and to deddc order in which they 
should be taken up 

58 

50 

Amendments Stage for Moving Must be moved 
immediately after diuse is placed before the House 

If not moved at that stage, it cannot be moved when 
the ijuesuon is about to be put after the General Dis- 
cussion on the clause 

62 

52 

See also ‘Tinance Bill", "Bills — Amendments” and 
“Resolutions” 

APPROPRIATION— 

Bills Appropnation Billi Presentation of Budget in 
two compartments 

68 

55—57 


Bills Appropriation Bill: Scope of Discussion 69 57 — 61 
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Decision Page* 
No 

ASSEMBLY CHAMBER- 


Assembly Chamber Circulation of pamphlets within 
the Chamber improper 

63 

53 

Assembly Chamber 

Production of exhibits 

64 

53 

Assembly Chamber 
the — 

Display of flags or emblems wihin 

65 

53—54 


ASSEMBLY PRECINCTS— 

Asscmblv Precincts Use of Neither Chamber nor 
rooms can be used for any business other than that of 
the House without the previous sanction of the 
President 66 54 

AUTHORIZATION— 


Bills Authorization Member m Charge of a Bill 
cannot authorize another Member to proceed with it 
on his behalf 

See also "Questions” 


B 


BALLOT— 

Rcsoluuons If the discussion of a rcsoluubn is ad- 
journed to the next session by order of the Assembly 
it IS necessary to include the resolution m all the 
ballots for non-Official Resolutions in the next session 
and It can be included in the List of Business only if it 
secures a place in the ballot 

Business Non-Official Ballot unnecessary for non- 
ofRaal Business allowed by Government on Official 
days 


70 61 


421 295 — 300 


191 150— 151 


BILLS— 


Bills Argument as disanct from a point of order that 
Bill IS ultra vires of the Legislature can be advanced at 


any stage .... 

74 

63 — 64 

Bills Appropriation Bill Presentation of Budget m 
two compartments 

68 

55—57 

Bills Appropriation Bill Scope of Discussion . 

69 

57 — 61 

Bills Authorization Member in charge of a Bill 
cannot authonze another Member to proceed with it 
on his behalf ••••••• 

' 70 

61 

Bills Competence of Legislative Assembly to entertain 
legislation on subjects In the Federal List Not for 
•Chur to decide , 

75 

64—69 

Bills Language Use of the word ‘India’ . • 

105 

89 
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Deasion Pages 
1^0 


JBILLS — contd 


List of business Non-official Bills dav Motions for 
introduction of Bills Not allowed to be moved 


before other items appearing m the Agenda 

305 

219 — 220 

Bills Publicaoon in Offiaal Gazette does not dis- 
pense with obhgauon to make copies available to 
Members 

73 

62— 63 

Bills Repeal of State Laws in the Concurrent filed b\ 
Parliament In consonance with Arocle 254 of the 
Constitution Act 

7 S 

71— 74 

Bills Sanction of Govemey Geperal, undep section 
299(3)1 Go% emment of India Act, 1935 Requirement 
of sanction attaches only to the introduction of Bills 
or to movmg of amendments 

71 

6r 

^lUs passed by the Counal of State Sancuon of 
Governor Greneral Pomt regarding sanction of 
Governor General cannot be taken m the Assembly 
if the Bill has been passed without such objection in 
the Counal 

72 

62 

Bills — Scope of discussion 

86 

78 

Bills Scope of discussion of As reported by the 
Select Comminee / 

87 

78—79 

Bills Whether ultra vires Not for Chair to deadc . * 

77 

70—71 

Bills Withdrawal of clause Not permissible Must 
be put and negatived by the House 

106 

89 — 90 

BILLS, AMENDING— 

Bills Amending Bills Discussion re Secuons of the 
Parent Aa which are not sought to be amended — out 
of order 

67 

54—5 

Bills (Amending) Scope of discussion limited 

76 

69 — 70 

Bills (Amendmg)* Scope of discussion limited 

88 

79 — 81 

BILLS— AMENDMENTS— 

Bills Amendments Amendment for reference to 
Selca Comnuttee may be moved to motion for refer- 
ence to Jomt Comnuttee 

94 

83 

^lUs Amendments Beypnd scope of Bill Clause 
m an amending Bill proposed to add a sub-clause m 
certain secuon Whether the whole section was open 
to amendment 

no 

91-92 

Bills Amendments Beyond scope of Bill Out of 
order 

III 

92 

Bills Amendments Beyond scope of Bill ^ Out of 
order 

112 

92—94 
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Decision Q Pages 
No 


Bills Amendments In Order Restoration of 


clauses omitted by Jomt Comrmttec 

99 

85—86 

Bills Last mmute amendments to Outiof Order , 
unless agreed to by Mover of the Bill 

104 

88 

Buis Margmal Hcadmgs Not part of — and amend- 
ments thereto not permissible 

102 

87 

Buis Amendments Members of Select Committee 
can move amendments to clauses agreed to m Select 
Committee ... . 

89 

81—82 

Bills Amendments Mouon for re-arculation 

When one day notice menuoned m Standmg Order 

46 not required . « • • • « • 

95 

00 

1 

00 

Bills Amendments Mouon that Bill be taken into 
considerauon Amendment to such mouon that Bill 
be taken mto considerauon rune months hence Not 

1 or r 

9 

8 + 

Buis Amendments Mover must move the amend- 
ment before proceedmg with his speech 

90 

82 

Bills Amendments Mover of Bill can move amend- 
ments to his own Bill 

lOI 

86—87 

Bills Amendments Not moved through madsert- 
ance durmg the Second Reading Stage Cannot be 
allowed later 

93 

83 

Bills Amendments. Only _ Member who has gi\en 
noUcc, can move 

100 

86 

Bills — ^Procedure to mote amendment to m the absence 
of Member givmg nouce^of amendment 

103 

88 

Bills Amendments Proposmg subsutuuon of a 
clause to have pnonty 

92 

00 

ii 

00 

Bills Amendments Rcply'on amendments docs not 
conclude debate ..... 

97 

84 — 85 

Buis Amendments Same ground should not be 
covered when movmg an altemauvc amendment 

98 

85 

Bills Amendments Sancuon of the Governor 

General not required to amendment proposmg a duty 
higher than that proposed m the BiU but lower than 
that prevalent on the date the BUI was mtroduced 

115 

96—97 

Bills Amendment to extend opierauon of the Tax for 
an mdefimte penod Sancuon not obtamed Out 
of Order 

116 

97 

BUls Amendments SubsutuUng entire schemes 
^vc pnonty over amendments limited to parf only 

91 

82 

Bills Amendments To appropriate revenues or 
momes Sancuon of the Governor General necessary 

114 

5 
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No 


BILLS— AMENDMENTS— 


Bills. Amendments Which seek to impose or aug- 
ment a tax Sanction of the Governor Gene^ 


necessary 

113 V 

94— 95 

Bills Amendments Withm scope of Bill Bill 
ongmaily mtroduced m Coimai of State Certam 
clauses omitted m Coimol of State Amendments 
admissible m Assembly 

107 

90- 

Billst Amendments Withm scope of Bill Limit- 
mg scope of Repealmg BiUs In Order ... 

108 

90 — 91 

Bills Amendments Withm scope of Bill Amcnd- 
mg Bill to extend life of existmg Act which imposed 
a duty Amendment seekmg to reduce duty admissi- 
bkj though secnon proposed to be amended was not 
mentioned m the Amendmg Bill 

109 

91 ‘ 

BILLS— CIRCULATION— 



Bills Circulation Motion Amendment regardmg 
restncted circulation m order 

120 

99 

BILLS— CIRCULATION MOTION— 



Bills: Curculation Modon Docs not commit House 
to pnnaple 

117 

97—98. 

Bills Circulation Motion on day of mtroducdon 
Held m order 

118 

98 

Bills Circulated for opmion Responsibihty for pre- 
paration of preas of opmions 

122 

100 — tor 

Bills Circulation Motion Motion for consideration 
of the BiUj as reported by Select Committee 
Amendment for circulation m order Interprctadon '' 
of Standmg Order 44(2) ..... 

121 

99 — too 

Bills: Circulation modon Scope of discussion 

119 

98— 99 

BILLS— INTRODUCTION— 



Bills Introducdon Cannot be opposed m case of 
pubheadon before mtroducdon 

80 

75 

Bills Imposmg Exasc Duty Allowed to be mtro- 
duced without previous nodee 

82 

75— 7& 

BiUs Introducdon of a non-offiaal Bill by a Member 
other than the Member who gave nodee thereof 
Authority essential Terms of authority 

84 

76—77 

Bills Introducdon of Pnvate Members’ Bills before 
other pendmg Bills Suspension of Rule 22(2) 

85 

77— 7* 

Bill*: Introducdon Modons for leave to introduce 
not to be opposed 

81 
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No 

3 ILLS— INTRODUCTION— confd 

Bills Monon for leave to introduce Only two 
speccheSj one by the Mover and the other bv the 


opposition, allowed 

83 

76 

Bills Introduction Speeches Ten minutes Rule , 

79 

74—75 

-BILLS— JOINT COMMITTEES— 

Bills Amendments In order Restorauon of 



clauses omitted by Jomt Committee 

99 

85— 86 

Bills Jomt Committee Amendment relaung to com- 
posmon of Committee of the Coucil of State side 
Out of order ....... 

151 

1*4 

Bills Select Committee or Jomt Committee House 
committed to pnnaple by reference to * 

132 

108 

BILLS— SELECT COMMITTEES— 

Bills Select Committee A Member of a Select 
Committee on a Bill did not sign the Repon of the 
Committee nor authorised the Chairman or Sccretan 
of the Assembly to sign it on his behalf Admissi- 
bility of a Mmute of Dissent to the Report by such a 
Member 

14S. 

ir6 — 117 

Bills Select Committee Reports Additional mmutes 
or Minutes of Dissent should be typed or written m 
mk on foolscap paper 

138 

III 

Bills Select Committee Amendment to consolidat- 
mg Bills Admissibility of 

135 

no 

Bills Amendments Members of Select Committee 
can move amendments to clauses agreed to in Select 
Committee 

89 

81 — 82 

Bills Select Committee Competence of a Select 
Committee to consider a revised Bill based on the 
ongmaL BUI placed before the Committee bv the 
Govt Case of the Hmdu Code 

149 

II7 — T23 

Bills Cuculation Mouon Motion for consideration 
of the BUI, as reported bv Select Committee Amend- 


1 

ment for arculaaon in order Interpretation of 
Standmg Order 44(2) 

121 

99 — -too 

Bills Select Committee Everv Member has right of 
sitting on ' 

124 

102 

BUls Selea Committee Further names cannot be 
added after ongmal motion is put 

128 

103 

Bills Select Committees Members whose names are 
proposed as Members of Select Committee will not 
ondinanlv catch the Speaker’s Eve 

147 

ir6 
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BILLS— SELECT COMMITTEES— conrrf 

Bills Select Committee Motion to mclude Law 
Member in Select Committee not necessary if pre- 
vious Law Member was a Member of the Assembh 
at the time the Bill was referred to Select Committee 125 102 

Bills Motion for recommittal to Select Committee not 
m order where it is a merely dilatory motion 143 113 — 114 

Bills Motion to recommit Bill to Select Comimttee 
Delhi Umversity Amendment Bill Motion held to 
be dilatory and therefore n^ot m order 144 

Bills Select Committee Not open to Select Com- 
mittee to say that it does not agree with the pnnaple 
of Bill comimtted to it 133 109 

Oath Members not sworn in cannot sit on Select 
Committees 325 232 

Bills Select Committee Report Objection to taking 
Report into consideration withm seven days must be 
taken when motion for consideration is moved and 
not later 139 m— 112 


Bills Select Committee One clause of a Bill cannot 
be referred to Select Committee unless the Bill it self 
has been referred to Select Committee and comes back 


to the House 

Bills Select Committee Permission of Assembh 
to be obtamed beforehand if meenng of a Committee 

14 1 

112 

IS desired at Simla 


130 

106 

BiUs Select Committee 

Procedure when additional 

/ 


names are proposed to 
Bills Select Committee 

Procedure to be observed 

127 

103 


Mcetmgs to be private and not open to strangers and 
the Press Meetings to be held withm the preemets 
of the House unless otherwise specifically directed bv 
the House Information and documents r placed 
before Select Committee to be made available to the 
House Select Committee to decide what relevant 
documents and mformation made available to them 
should be made available to the House No docu- 
ment or report placed before Select Committee, to be 
pubhshed until it is presented to the HdUse En- 
^dence of witnesses under S O 40(4) liable to be made 
available to the House even when tendered tn camera _ 

Select Committee to see that Reporters are made 

available when necessary to take down evidence 

Members of Select Committee can refer to documents 

and information given to the Committee but not to 

discussions or negotiations in the Committee 129 104 — 106 
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BILLS— SELECT COMMITTEES— 

Bills Select Comnuttec Proposals m a Bill based on 
specific dunes whether open to Select Committee to 


change to ad valorem basis 

134 

109 — no- 

Bills Select Committee proceedmgs Pubhcanon of 
verbatim or summary Not m order 

131 

106 — loS 

Bills Select Committees — Power of House to recon- 
sntute 

123 

101 

Bills SBcct Committees Reference to proceedmgs 
how far permissible 

146 

115 

Bills Select Comimttee Scope of Amendments to be 
moved m Chairman to deade whether amendments 
are in order or not 

136 

no 

Bills Scope of discussion of As reported by the 
Select Committee 

87 

78—79 

Bdls Select Committee Report Scope of discussion 
on 

140 

II2- 

Bills Select Committee or Jomt Committee Houses 
committed to pnnaple by reference to 

132 

108- 

PubheaUon Bills Select Comimttee Proceedmgs 
cannot be pubhshed unless first presented m Parha- 
ment 

150 

123—124. 

Bills Select Committee Modon To be accompamed 
by names of Members after obtaimng their consent 

126 

102 — 103. 

Bills Select Committee Signamre of Report by 
absent Members 

137 

no — in 

Bills Select Committee When a modon for refer- 
ence of a Bill to a Select Comnuttec is made, the 
names ofMembersproposedfor the Select Committee 
must be supphed beforehand to the OflBcc . 

145 

115 

Bills Select Committee Modon Withdrawn by leave 
of the House Modon repeated in the same Session 
Not barred by Standing Order 31 

142 

112 — 113 

BILLS— THIRD READING— 

Bills Third Reading; Scope of discussion on 

152 

124 

Bills Third Reading; Scope of discussion on 

153 

124— 125 

BUDGET— 

Budget General Discussion; scope of 

158 

126—127 

Bills Appropnadon Bill; Presentadon of Budget m 
two compartments 

68 

55 — 57 

BUDGET DEMANDS FOR GRANTS— 

Bud«t Demands for Grants Mofion for omission 
of whole grantjnot m order 



168 

13 
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Decision Pages 
No 


BUDGET DEMANDS FOR GRANTS— 


Budget Demands for Grants Motions for Reduc- 
tion Cannot be moved by proxy 

156 

126 

Budget Demands for Grants MoDons for reduc- 
tion Not necessarily motions for censure 

157 

126 

Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduction 
Reduction motions to be arranged m the Order Paper 
accordmg to their amounts Token cuts to be 
arranged in the order in which they arc received 
in lie Office 

164 

130 — 131 

Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduction 
Qassificanon and meamng of Pnority Motion 
for a token cut should relate to one specific grievance 
only 

165 

131— 133 

Budget Demands for Grants MoUons for reduction 
Non-voted items Governor General the deading 
authority as to what are non-voted items 

166 

133 

Budget Demands for Grants Monons for reduction 
Ommbus mouons for Out of order 

167 

133— 134 

Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduction 
Test of relevancy of discussion 

170 

134 

Budget Demands or Grants Motions for reduction 
Scope of discussion 

171 

13s 

Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduction 
Scope of discussion 

172 

' 135 

Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduction 
Scope of discussion . . 

173 

135—136 

Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduction 
Scope of discussion 

174 

136 

Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduction 
Scope of discussion • 

175 

136 

Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduction 
No nght of reply to Movers of 

176 

136 

Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduction 
Some Government Member to take part m Debate 
at an early stage | Advisability of such course 

177 

137 

Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduction 
Cannot be moved if there is no tune for proper dis- 
cussion or division 

178 

137 

Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduction 
Cannot be moved to discuss action of Chair m any 
matter 

179 

137—138 

Budget Demands for Grants Motions to omit grant 
Out of order 

169 

134 
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V 


Dcasion Psgcs- 
No 

BUDGET DEMANDS FOR GRANTS— comt/ 

Budget Demands for Grants* New procedure for 


movmg 

160 

127 

Budget Demands for Grants Procedure for movmg 
Demands will be assumed to have been moved and 
be proposed from the Chair 

163 

129 

Budget Demands for Grants Putang Demands to 
vote m shorter form after Guillonne had been applied 

159 

127 

Budget Demands for Grants Putung to vote of the 
House all outstanding Demands for Grants on the 
last day of the Budget Procedure for 

161 

128 

Scope of Finance Mtmstry scrunmsmg — of the House 

162 

128 — ^29 

Budget Demands for Giants Vanaaon m the order 
in which they appear on the Order Pap^r When can 
be made 

155 

125 — 126 

BUDGET— EXCESS GRANTS— 

Budget Excess Grant Resubmission of Demand 
rejected in a prei ions Session in order 

1S2 

140 — 141 

BUDGET— SUPPLEMENTARY GRANTS— 

Budget Supplementary Demands Demand for 

money already spent m excess of voted grant should 
not be made by way of But in the form of an excess 
grant 

183 

141 — 142^ 

Budget. Supplementary Demands (i) Difference 
between — and Excess Grants (2) Scope of discussion 

3) Questions of pohey can be raised with respect to 
New Services 

186 

I 4 S 

Budget Supplementary Demands (1) For transfer 
from Revenue to a suspense Account (Fund for the 
Development of Broadcastmg) Held m order (2) 
Recommendation of Governor-General need not be 
separately commurucated to Legislative Assembly if 
already commimicatcd to Finance Department (3) 
“New Serv ice” cxplamcd 

185 

142— 145 

Budget Supplementary Demands Full details „ 

should be supplied to the Standmg Finance Com- 
mittee ... 

184 

142- 

Budget Supplementary Demands Guillotme 

apphes by Agreement 

188 

146—147 

Budget Supplementary Grants Scope of discussion 
to be confined to object of Demand and no general 
gnevance can be ventilated 

187 

146- 

Budget Supplementary Demands Scope of Dis- 
cussion 

189 

147—149 



Decssion Paget- 
No 


BUSINESS— 


Business Statement of Should not be debated at 


length 

190 

149— ISO' 

Busmess Non-Official Ballot unnecessary for non- 
official Busmess allowed by Government on Official 
days 

191 

150—151 

Busmess President’s Authonty to fix meetmgs from 
day to day — Interpretations of Standmg Order 3(3) 
(now Rule 9) 

192 

151— 152 

C 

CASTING VOTE— 



President Castmg Vote 

338 

238 

President Castmg Vote 

339 

239 

President. Castmg Vote should not be discussed 

V 

CHAIR— 

340 

239 

Closure Discretion of Chair to accept closure at any 
tune 

194 

153 

Debate Expression offensive attnbutmg motives 
to the Chair Deprecated 

261 

189 

Debate Prmaples on which Cham regulates debate 

249 

180 — *18 j 

Debate Selection of speakers by the Cham 

250 

181—182 

Division Cham’s discretion to order 

275 

195 

Division Manner of taking Discretion of Cham to 
take division by askmg members to nse in their 
seats, and not to record names when so takmg 

282 

203 — 204 

Members Performance of Duty Members entermg 
Chamber obstructed m Lobby Wammg by Cham 

309 

222 — 223 

Motions Dilatory Discrehon of Cham m accept- 
mg 

317 

226 — 227 

Pomt of Privilege — Proper procedure for i;aismg — 
Chair must be contacted m the Chamber first 

350 

256—257 

President of Assembly Allegations of partiahty 
against Cham by a Member Attention of President 
drawn subsequently Offendmg remarks expunged 
from proceedings on a motion proposed by Leader 
of the House 

335 

236- 

Pnvi]ege(s) Pomt of privilege or any other point 
should be discussed with the Chair beforehand 
before raising it m the House 

351 

257 258 
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Dcasion Pages 
No 


•CHAIR — contd 


Privilege of the House Newspaper comment insinuat- 
ing that Chair was partial Such publication|con- 
stitutes breach of 

344 

242-243 

Statements Discretion of Chair to allow Members to 
make 

433 

310 

CHAIRMAN— 



Chairman Exercises same powers as President onl> 
while Presiding over the Assemblv . 

193 

152.153 


Division While \oUng is in progress Depuu Presi- 
dent IS debarred from putting a ‘Chairman’ in the 
Chair in order to record his \ote Meanmg of 
the word ‘absence’ in Rule 3 (now Rule 7) ‘Ayes’ 
and ‘Noes’ Lobbies integral part of the House during 
division Deputy President or Chairman who has 
already recorded his vote is precluded from presiding 
at the time of division Government of India Act, 

19353 9th Schedule, Secuon 630(4) — interpretation 
of 

Deputy President Rights of speech and \ ote Ruling 
of — Final No appeal lies to President Occasion 
when It IS desirable that House should have opimon 
of President Dut> of Presiding Officer to ensure 
continuity of practice and certamtv of proc- 
edure 279 196*20! 

CHAMBER— 


Division Presence of strangers in Chamber forbidden 


Non-Members to vacate Lobbies dunng — 

272 

193.194 

Members Asked to leave Chamber for obstruction 
cannot re-enter Chamber for the da\ . 

312 

224-225 

Members Performance of Duty Members entenng 
Chamber obstructed in Lobby Wammg by Chair 

309 

222-223 

•CIRCULATION— 

Adjournment Motion Circulation of copies of nonces 
of Not pracncable 

13 

7 

Assembly Chamber Circulation of pamphlets wathm 
the Chamber improper 

63 

53 

CLAUSE— 

Bills Withdrawal of clause Not permissible Must 
be put and negatived by the House 

106 

89-90 



Decision Pages 
No 

CLOSURE— 


Qosure Discretion of Chair to accept closure 


at any tune 

194 

153 

Closure Discretion of Chair lunited to acceptance of 
motion But ^al deasion rests mth Assembly 

195 

153 

Closure DiscreUon of Chair to refuse to accept 

196 

153— 154 

Closure Accepted by President cannot be discussed 

197 

154 

Closure When a mouon for closure is put no debate, 
argument or appeal is permitted 
e 

i. 

198 

154 

/ 

COMMITTEES— 



Committees Consent of nommees must be obtamcd 
beforehand 

204 

157—158 

Comrmttees' Consututed by Government of India 
Notification Amendment to mcrease membership 

Out of order 

210 

160—161 

Debate Unpubhshed evidence tendered before a 
Committee Members of Comrmttee allowed to 
read such endence 

225 

170 — I7I 

Committees Motion for elecuon of Members to 
Statutory Committee Questions of financial basis 
cannot be discussed on such motions 

207 

159 

Comrmttee Of House Report Members allowed 
to sign Report under exceptional circumstances 
after presentation of the Report of the Assembly 

2 C 6 

158—159 

Committees Pubhc Accounts Committee Report 
of No question put on motion to take mto considcr- 
anon but only on Excess Demands 

199 

154— 155 

Committees Pubhc Accounts Committee Reports 
Scope of Discussion on 

200 

155—156 

Committees Pubhc Accounts Committee Un- 
expected surplus m Railway Budget Allocated m 
accordance with convention No ongmal provision 
m Estimates Procedure for obtammg approval 

of House to appropriation already made 

201 

156—157 

Committees Scope of discussion of motion for elcc- 
non of Members to 

205 

I5S 

Comrmttees Standmg Committees All Mem- 
bers of Assembly eligible for election to 

202 

157 


722 PS 



334 

COMMITTEES— con/d 

Committees Standmg Fmance Committee Re- 

Decision 

No. 

Pages 

ference to procecdmgs - . . 

Committees Standmg Committees Motion for 
election of Members to Standmg Committee on 
Roads constituted by resolution of the House 
Amendment to alter number of Members not in 
order on such mouon Separate resolution to be 

203 

157 

brought for the purpose . 

Committees Standmg Committees Scope of dis- 
cussion on motion for election to Admmistra- 

208 

159 — 160 

tion of a Department cannot be discussed. 

Committees Standmg Committee for External Afiatrs 
Department Motion for election Functions of 
Committee cannot be extended by amendmg this 
motion Proper procedure is for the Government 

209 

160 

to amend the relevant rules 

CONDOLENCE— 

Member Condolence on death of sittmg Member m 
the Chamber Assembly adjourned on the follow- 

211 

161 — 163 

mg day 

Motions Condolence motion Death of Kcmal 
Ataturk, President of the Turkish Repubhc Mo- 

311 

224 

tion allowed as a speaal case 

CONSTITUENT ASSEMBLY— 

Resolution Whether or not resolutions moved m the 
last session of the Constituent Assembly have lapsed 

318 

227 

with reference to Article 389 of the Constitution 

CORRECTIONS— 

Corrections Scope of — By Members or Mi- 

422 

300-301 

msters 

COUNCIL OF STATE— 

Bills Amendments Withm scope of Bill Bill 
ongmallv introduced in Counal of State Certam 
clauses omitted m Counal of State Amendments 

212 

163 

admissible m Assembly 

Bills Joint Committee Amendment relatmg to 
composition of Committee of the Council of State 

107 

90 

side Out of order 

Bills passed by the Council of State Sanction of Go- 
vernor-General Point regardmg sanction of 
Governor-General cannot be taken m the Assem- 
bly if the Bill has been passed without such objec- 

151 

124 

tion m the Counal 

72 

6 
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COUNCIL OF STATE— cortfi 


Dcasion Pages 
No 


Debate Council of State Reference to proceed- 

ings in Council of State ^ Not in order 

231 

173 

Debate Reflection on Counal of State not in order 

232 

173— 174 

Debate Reflection on Constitution of Council of 
State not in order 

268 

192 

Dnision Division Lobby Entry of Executive 
Counallors who are members of the Council of 
State During vonng 

283 

204 — 205 

Questions Reference to answer giscn m Council of 
State in a prenous year not improper, but to be read 
out if required 

380 

269—270 

CUT MOTIONS— 



Cut Motions Permissibility of raising — m respect 
of the House or the arrangements to be made by 
the House 

180 

138—139 

Cut Motion Debate on supplementary and excess 
grants — restncuon of debates to particulars con- 
tained m the estimates 

l8t 

139— 140 

See also “Motions for Reduction” 



U 

DEBATE— 



Adjournment of Debate. Motion when allowed to 
be moved 

I 

I 

Adjournment of Debate Interval between motions 
for Discretion of Chair 

2 

I 

Adjournment of Debate Discretion of the Chair 

3 

I — 2 

Amendments Practice of tablmg amendments as 
debate proceeds from day to day To be allowed 
in the discretion of the Chair 

6 

3—4 

Bills Amendments Reply on amendments docs 
not conclude debate 

97 

CO 

1 

00 

Debate Bill Consideration Motion Reply of 

Government Member concludes the debate 

238 

176 

Debate Catching the Speaker’s Eye — ^Procedure stands, 
irrespective of names given to Speaker beforehand 

251 

182 

Debate Confidential documents Reference to 

239 

176 

Debate Council of State Reference to proceed- 
ings m Council of State Not m order 

231 

173 

Debate Courtesy of Member makmg allegations 
should be in his seat to hear the reply 

254 

183—184 
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Decision Pages 
No 

DEBATE— 

Debate Courtesy of Member sending notice of 
motion containing allegations against Government 
servants should be In his scat to mo\c or withdraw 
It and make proper amends if the nllcgations arc 


unfounded 

256 

184—185 

Debate Cnticism of the Magistracy When in 
order 

215 

164 

Debate Cnticism of Provmaal Administrations not 
in order 

216 

165 

Cut Motion Debate on Supplementary and cvccss 
grants — rcstnction of debates to particulars con- 
tamed in the estimates 

181 

139—140 

Debate Decision of House Members not entitled 
to reflea on 

266 

191 

Debate Decision of House Members not entiUcd to 
reflect on 

267 

191 

Debate Discussion in Assembly of Ruhngs m other 
Chambers Improper 

230 

174 

Debate Document in Library of the Legislature 
Not confidential 

240 

176 

Debate Expression olTcnsivc attribuung motives to 
the Chair Deprecated 

261 

189 

Debate Foreign Rclauons Discussion of Out 
of order 

213 

163 — 164 

Debate Interruptions Not in order unless Mem- 
ber speaking gives way 

252 

182 

Debate Interruptions Personal explanation Con- 
tinuous interruption not allowed on 

253 

183 

Debate Judges Reflections on conduct of Not 
allpwcd, but criticism of judgment pernussible 

214 

164 

Debate Letters from undisclosed persons cannot be 
read in course of speech 

224 

lyd- 

Debate Maintenance of decorum in Unparlia- 
mentary expression “A tissue of lies” 

259 

I88j 

Debate Member while speaking makes charge of 
corrupDon agamst an officer in a Provmcc Not in 
order 

217 

165 — 107 

Debate Members cannot reflea on the condua of 
Governor-General, past or present ► . 

233 

174 

Debate Member not speaking when called cannot 
speak afterwards during the debate 

234 

174 

Debate Members of Government Attendance in 
the House during Debate on Fmance Bill 

237 

175 



DEBATE — contd 


Decision Pages 
No 


Debate Member inattentive when called loses chance 

247 

179 

Debate Member making serious charge in a light- 
hearted manner against person prominent in 
public life Reprimanded 

255 

184 

Debate Memoers must not address other members 
in the second person 

264 

190 

Debate No reference to party mdcting in < 

248 

179—180 

Debate Parhamentary Etiquette Expressions 

unparliamentarj Expressions deprecated Expres- 
sions not considered unparliamentary 

257 

IS5— 187 

Debate Parliamentary Etiquette Expression un- 
parhamentarv 

258 

CO 

1 

00 

00 

Debate. Parliamentary Euquette 

260 

188 — 189 

Debate Permissibility of — of repUcs of an hon Mi- 
nister in his absence 

246 

179 

Debate Pnnaples on which Chair xcgulates debate 

249 

180— I8I 

Debates Proceedings Procedure in regard to 
expunging from — of certain objectionable pass- 
ages 

245 

178—179 

Debate Public Speeches quoted in Should be laid 
on the Table in full 

223 

169—170 

Debate Quotauons from prosenbed bteraturc When 
permissible 

221 

168—169 

Debate Quotauon in any language allowed, but must 
be translated 

222 

169 

Debate Reference to private conversation not allowed 

227 

I7I — 172 

Debate Reference to proceedings of informal com- 
mittee which arc not published Not in order 

228 

172 

Debate Reference •to non-members to be avoided - 

241 

177 

Debate Reflection on Council of State not in order. 

232 

173—174 

Debate Rcflecuon on Constitution of Council of 
State not in order 

268 

192 

Debate Repetition of arguments Not allowed 

218 

167 

Debate Resolution regarding supplementary pro- 
tection to a particular Industry Whether general 
question of protection can be discussed 

229 

172— 173 

Debate Right of Member to speak at the Third 
Reading stage of — ..... 

J 54 

125 

Debatei Selection of speakers by the Chair . . 

250 

I8I — 182 

Debate Speeches Long quotations not permissi- 
Ible ^ 

2 T 9 

I!67 — 168 


338 


Deasion Pages- 

' No 

DEBATE — contd 


Debate Speeches cannot be taken as read 

235 

175 

Debate Speeches Long quotations from opimons 
circulated Not permissible 

242 

177 

Debatei Speeches— written Not to be encouraged 

243 

177-178. 

Debate^ Statement of figures prepared by Member 
cannot be 'laid on the Table though figures therem 
can be used m the speech 

226 

1711 

Debate The stage at which Government should 
participate m 

236 

175 

Debate Unparhamentary remarks If maudiblc. 
Chair cannot take notice)[of 

244 

17& 


Debate Unparliamentary expressions Use of strong 
condemnatory expressions like “Nonsense” or “Utter 
nonsense”, though not unparliamentary, not desir* 
able 262 189 


Debate Unparliamentary language on 

263 

190- 

Debate Unparliamentafy language Attention of 
Chair must be drawn as soon as such language is 
used 

265 

190- 

Debate Unpublished evidence tendered before a 
Committee Members of Cbmmittec allowed to 
read such evidence ^ 

225 170- 

-171 

Debate Verbatim repetition of a clause m a BiUr 
Wastmg time of House 

220 

168 


DEPUTY PRESIDENT— 

Division While votmg is m progress Deputy Presi- 
dent IS debarred from putting a ‘Chairman’ m the 
Chair m order to record his vote Meanmg of the 
word ‘absence’ m Rule 3 (now Rule 7) ‘Ayes’ and 
‘Noes’ Lobbies mtegral part of the House durmg 
division Deputy President or Chairman who has 
already recorded his vote is precluded from pre- 
sidmg at the time of division [Government of India 
Act, I 935 j 9 tb Schedule, Section 630(4)] — Inter- 
pretation of 

Deputy President Rights of Speech and vote Rulmg 
of— final No appeal lies to President. Occasion 
when It IS desirable that House should have opmiorr 
of President Duty ofPresidmg Officer to ensure 
contmuity of practice and certamty of procedufe 279 196 — 2or 

Deputy President Election of Nomination by 
Member of more thaii one candidate for Deputy 
Presidentship Held m order 269/ J9 
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Decision Pages 
No 

DIVISION— conlrf 

Division While voting is in progress Deputy Presi- 
dent IS debarred from putting a ‘Chairman’ in the 
Chair in order to record his \otc Meaning of the 
word ‘absence’ in Rule 3 (now Rule 7) “Ayes” 
and “Noes” Lobbies integral part of the House dur- 
ing division Deputy President or Chairman who 
has already recorded his vote is precluded from pre- 
siding at the time of division [Government 
of India Act, 1935, 9th Schedule, Section 63 D(4)] 

— Interpretation of 

Deputy President Rights of speech and vote 
Ruling of — final No appeal lies to President 
Occasion when it is desirable that House should 
have opinion of President Duty of Presidmg 
Officer to ensure continuity of practice and certainty 
of procedure 279 196 — 201 

E 

ELECTION— 

Committees Motion for election of Members to 
Statutory Committee Quesuons of finanaal 

basis cannot be discussed on such moaons 207 159 

Committees Standing Committees Mopon for 

elecnon of Members to Standing Committee on 

Roads consututed by resolution of the House Am- 
endment to alter number of Members not m order 
on such motion Separate rcsolupon to be 
brought for the purpose • 208 159 — 160 

Committees Standing Committees Scope of discus- 
sion on moPon for elecpon to Admmistrapon of a 
Department cannot be discussed 209 160 

Commmees Standmg Committee for External 

Affairs Department Mopon for elecpon Func- 
pons of Committee cannot be extended by amendmg 
this moPon Proper procedure is for the Go- 
vernment to amend the relevant rules 2ri i6r — 163 

Deputy President Elecpon of Nommapon by 
Member of more than one candidate for Deputy 
Presidentship Held in order 269 192 

PresidenP Procedure re elecpon of When Ballot 
doses 342 240—241 

See also “Committees” 
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Dcasion Pages 
No 


GALLERIES— 

Gallcnes of the House Press Galler>’ 
President to refuse or withdraw 


Power of 


Gallery 

Galleries of the House Visitors’ Gallery No ques- 
tion can be raised rc canccllanon by the President 

296 212 — 213 

of passes for 

Gallencs of the House Visitors’ Gallery Occupa- 
tion of seat in the Visitors’ Gallery by a Member for 

297 

213 

any length of tunc not desirable 

Gallenes of the House Visitors’ Gallery Reference 
to presence of strangers m the visitors’ gallery not 

298 

213 

m order 

GOVERNOR GENERAL— 

Governor-General Address to the Assembly Cir- 

299 

213-214 

cular m cormecQon with such Address 

300 

214*215- 


Governor-General Address to the Assembly under 
section 636(3) of the Government of India Act 
Whether part of the Assembly proccedmgs or not 
Standmg Order 75 

Debate Members cannot reflect on the conduct of 
the Governor-General, past or present 

Governor-General Presentation of Address to Can 
only be made after motion is made and earned m 
the Assembly Rule 24A governs all motions not 
otherwise provided for 

GUILLOTINE— 

Budget Demands for Grants Puttmg Demands to 
vote m shorter form after Guillotme had been ap- 
phed 

Bud^n Supplementary Demands Guillotine ap- 
plies by A^eement 


301 216^17 

233 174- 

302 217-218 

159 127 

188 i<i6-I47 


H 


HALF AN HOUR DISCUSSION- 

Half an hour discussion Members wishmg to pam- 
apatc m — should give nonce Questions lorelanfi- 
cation cannot be put during , ^ ^ ^ 30J 21S 
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J 

JOINT COMAIITTEES— 

See ‘Bills’ 

JUDICIARY— 

See ‘Debate’ 

L 


Decision Faces 
No 


LANGUAGE— 


Bills Language Use of the word ‘India’ 

105 

89 

LEGISLATION— 

Adjournment Monon Cannot be moved on matters 
entailmg Legislation 

41 

27 

Adjournment Motion To censure Government for 
not mtroducmg particular Legislation Not m 
order 

42 

27-28 

Bills Competence of Legislanve Assembly to entcr- 
tam legislation on subjects m the Federal List Not 
for Chair to dcadc 

75 

64 — 69 

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY— 

Bills Argument as distmct from a pomt of order that 
Bill is ultra vtres of the Legislature can be advanced 
at any stage 

74 

63*64 

Bills Competence of Legislative Assemblv to enter- 
tain legislation on subjects m the Federal List Not 
for Chair to deade 

75 

64 — 69 

LIBRARY— 

Debate Document m Library of the Legislature 
Not confidential 

240 

176 

LIST OF BUSINESS— 

List of Busmess Non-ofl 5 cial day Adjourned de- 
bate on non-offiaal Resolution not balloted to be 
set down after balloted resolutions 

304 

219 

List of Busmess Non-offiaal Bills day Motions 

for mtroduction of Bills Not allowed to be moved 
before other items appearing m the Agenda 

305 

219-220 

List of Busmess Non-mclusion m List of Busmess 
of matters of which notices were received from mem- 
bers of a party which had offiaally withdrawn from 
Assembly for rest of session 

306 

220-221 
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Deasion Pages 
No 


i 

LIST OF BUSINESS— cD;»i 

List of Business Resolutions Alternative reso- 
lutions in the name of one Member When alter- 


natives can be moved 

416 

289 — 291 

LOBBIES— 



Div ision Presence of strangers in Chamber forbidden 
Non-Members to vacate Lobbies during — 

272 

193—194 

Division Members must not come into the Chamber 
after the Lobby doors have been closed 

276 

ti 9 S 

Division Vote of Member unable to go to Lobby 
taken m his scat 

277 

195-196 

Members Performance of Duty Members entermg 
Chamber obstructed in Lobby Warning b> 
Chair 

309 

222-223 


M 

JvlAGISTRACY— 

See ‘Judiaary’ 

MEETING(S) — 

Sec ‘Bills’ 

MEMBER(S)— ^ 

Adjournment Motion Member giving notice of — 


must be present to ask for leave 

15 

8 — II 

Adjournment Mouon Name of Member givmg notice 
need not be mentioned by the Speaker when moUon 
contravenes rules, or mtended for publicity 

16 

12-13 

Members Asked to leave Chamber for obstruction, 
cannot re-enter Chamber for the day 

312 

724-225 

Bills Select Committee Members whose names are 
proposed as Members of Select Committee will 
not ordmanly catch the Speaker’s Eye 

147 

116 

Member Condolence on death of sittmg Member m 
the Chamber Assembly adjourned on the follovvmg 
day 

311 

224 

Debate Member inattentive when called loses chance 

247 

179 

Debate Members must not address other members m 
the second person 

264 

190 

Members DisquahficaUon of membership due to 
absence . 

315 

226 

Division Members must not come mto the Chamber 
after the Lobby doors havp been dosed 

276 

195 
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Decision 

No 


Pages 


MEMBER (S)-co>ird 


Dmsion Vote of Member unable to go to Lobby 
taken in his scat 

277 

195—196 

Members Nommated Resolution for a Committee 
Amendment with a \acw to confine membership to 
elected members onl> Disallowed 

308 

221 — 222 

Members Performance of Dut\ Members entenng 
Chamber obstructed in Lobb% Warning by 

Chair 

309 

222 — 223 

Members Seating of Members 

310 

223 — 224 

Members Seatmg of Members should stick to 
their own scat 

314 

1 

225 

Afcmbcis Speeches Wntten Rcadmg out of Per- 
missible under Standing Order 27 (now Rule 158) 

307 

221 

Member Tabimg an amendment, absent when called 
by Chair, loses his right to mo\c later on 

313 

225 

MIR LAIK ALI— 

Adjournment Monon — ^To discuss the escape of Mir 
Laik Ah from Hyderabad State — ^Not allowed as 
the matter related to law' and order, a State subject, 
and also as it was not urgent 

55 

36—48 

MOTION (S)— 

President of Assembly Right to withdraw’ motion 
from consideration of House, when it is found dur- 
ing discussion to be out of order 

333 

235—236 

Adjournment Motion To consider conduct of Presi- 
dent not in order Substantive motion is the only 
proper procedure for considenng the conduct of 
President 

38 

25 

Monon Admission by Speaker at any stage 

320 

228 — 230 

Monons Amendments Time for moving — to 
monons Must be moved immediately after the 
mam monon . 

319 

227-228 

Bills Select Committee Monon Withdrawn by 

leave of House Monon repeated in the same Session 
Not barred by Standing Order 31 

142 

112-113 

Bills Monon for recommittal to Select Committee 
not m order where it is a merely dilatory monon 

143 

3-1 / 

Bills Monon to recomimt Bill to Select Committee 
DeUii Umversity Amendment Bill Monon held to 
be dilatory and therefore not in order 

T 44 r 

114 



346 


Decision Pages 
No 

MOTION (Sy-tontd 


Pills Select ODmmittee When a motion for refer- 
ence of a Bill to a Select Committee is made, the 
names of Members proposed for the Select Com- 


rmttee must be supplied beforehand to the Office 

145 

115 

Motions Can be made only by Members of the 
Assembly 

316 

226 

Motions Condolence motion Death of Kemal 
Ataturkj President of the Turkish Repubhe. Monon 
allowed as a special case 

318 

227 

Motions Dilatory. Discretion of Chair m accept- 
ng 

317 

226-227 

Notices Motions Nonce of monons should be 
properly completed and gnen m tune 

322 

231 

Withdrawal of monons Monons can only be with- 
• drawn by leave of House, granted without any ne- 
ganve voice 

441 

315 

MOTION (S) FOR REDUCTION— 

Budget Demands for Grants Monons for Reduc- 
non Cannot be moved by proxy 

156 

126 

Budget Demands for Grants Monons for reduenon- 
Cmmot be moved if there is no time for proper dis- 
cussion or division 

178 

137 

Budget Demands for Grants Monons for reduc- 
non Cannot be moved to discuss acnon of Chair 
m any matter 

179 

137-138 

Budget Demands for Grants Monons for reduenon 
Qassfficanon and meaiung of Priority Monon 

for a token cut should relate to one specific grievance 
onlv 

s 

165 

131— 133 

Budget Demands for Grants Mohons for reduenoru 
No right of reply to Movers of 

176 

136 

Budget Demands for Grants Monons for redue- 
non Non-voted items Governor-General the 

deadmg authority as to what are- non-v oted items 

166 

133 

Budget Demands for Grants Monons for redue- 
non Not necessarily monons for censure 

157 

126 

Budget Demands for Grants Monons for redue- 
non Oinmbus monons for Out of order 

167 

I3:«34 

Budget Demands for Grants Monons for redue- 
non Reduenon monons to be arranged m the 
Order Paper accordmg to their amounts Token 
o ts to be arranged m the order in which they arc 
eived m the Office 

164 

130-131 


347 


X)cas:on Pages 
No 


-MOTIOX (S) FOR REDUCTION— 


budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion Scope of discussion 

171 

135 

Pudget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion Scope of discussion 

172 

135 

Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduction i 
Scope of discussion 

173 

135—136 

Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion Scope of discussion 

174 

136 

Budget Demands for Grants Alodons for reduc- 
tion Scope of discussion 

175 

136 

Budget Demands for Grants Moaonsfor reduction 
Some Government Member to take part In debate 
at an earlj stage Adnsability of such course 

177 

137 

Budget Demands for Grants Motions for reduc- 
tion Test of relevancy of discussion 

170 

134 


N 

NEWSPAPER(S>— 

See "Adjo’jrrment Motions” and “Debate” 


NON-OFFICIAL DAY— 

See “List of Business” 

NOTICE(S)— 

Adjournment Motion Notice to Government Mem- 


ber concerned Should be given in time by Mem- 
ber himself 

6 

3—4 

Adjournment Motion Notice must be short and must 
not contam a discussion of the matter of the 
Motion 

9 

5 

Adjournment Motion Notice received late When 
admissible 

10 

5 — 6 

Adjournment Motion Member giving notice of — 
Must be present to ask for leave 

15 

8—11 

Adjournment Motion Matter to be definite Must 
be stated specifically m Notice of Motion 

45 

29 — 30 

Notices of amendments, etc. Should be given m proper 
form and not on slips of papers 

321 

231 

List of Business Non-mclusion in List of Business of 
matters of which nouces were received from mem- 
bers of a party which had oflBcially withdrawn from 
Assembly for rest of session 

306 220 — ^221 



348 


NOTICE (S)—contd 


Decision Pages 
No 


Notices Motions Notice of motions should be 

properly completed and given m time 322 231 

Questions Private Notice Notice must be given 
to the Chair 354 259 


O 


OATH— 


Oath Member unwell Allowed to take the oath from 
his seat 323 231 

Oath Members not sworn m caimot sit on Select 
Committees 325 232 

Oath Puttmg of questions or performance of any 
other funcnon m the House by Members before 
taking oath Not permissible 324 231 — 232 


P 


PARLIAMENTARY ETIQUETTE— 

Debate Parhamentary Etiquette 260 188 — 189 

See also “Debate” 

POINT OF ORDER— 

Resolutions Admissibilitv of Pomt of order regard- 
ing admissibihty can be raised on the floor of the 


Assembly 

417 

291 

Point of Order Explanation not pomt of order 

327 

232 

Point of Order Member speakmg must give way 
when point of order is raised . 

326 

232 

Point of Order Miscellaneous Placmg of bat on 
desk m the House 

329 

234 

Point of Order Aliscellaneous Readmg of News- 
papers inside the House 

330 

234 

Pomt of Order Right of Member of Execuuve 
Council to raise pomt of order when not a Member 
of the Assembly 

328 

233 


POSTTONEMENT— 

Adjournment Motion Postponed to enable a certam 
Bill before the House to be finished 


Adjournment Monon Postponement of Adjournment 
Motion without prejudice to urgency Motion 
deferred until information had been obtamed by 



17 

I? 


13 

13 



Deasion Pages 
No 


POSTPONEMENl'— 


Adioummcnt Motion Based on Dtcisions of Go% em- 
inent on h Report Motion postponed to enable 
Members to studs the Repon 19 14 

'\djoumraent Motion Postponed to enable a certain 
Mouon before the House to be finished 21 14 — 15 


PRECIS— 


Bills Circulated for opinion Rcsponsibilitj 
preparation of preas of opinions 


for 

122 too— loi 


PRESIDENT OF ASSEMBLE — 


President of Assembh Allegation of partiality against 
Chair b% a Member Attention of President drassn 
subsequentls Offending remakrs expunged from 
proceedings on a motion proposed b\ Leader of the 
House •«•*••••• 

President of Assembh . Casung Vote 

4 

President of Assembly Casting Vote 

President of Assembh Casting Vote should not be 
discussed 

President of Assembly Procedure re elecuon of 
When Ballot closes 

President of Assembly Reflection on Not in order 

President of Assembh Reflection on impartiality of 
Member named 

President of Assembly Right to withdraw mouon 
from considcrauon of House, when it is found dunng 
discussion to be out of order 

President of Assembly Ruhngs Mouon that the 
Speaker do novs leave the Chair in order to discuss 
ruhng Out of order 

President of Assembly Rulings ’Cnticism of Presi- 
dent’s ruhngs by Members outside the Assembly 

President of Assembly Sole authonty for maintaimng 
order and interpreung Rules and Standing Orders 

President of Assembly Sole judge of ume taken by 
speakers 


335 236 

33S 238 

339 239 

340 239 

342 240—241 
334 236 

341 239—240 


333 *35—236 
\ 

336 237 

337 237—238 

33t 234 

332 234—235 


PRESIDENT OF INDIA— 

President’s powers of adaptauon under Article 392 of 
the Consutuuon not restneted only to the Got cm 
ment of India Act, 1935 


343 241—242 





PRESS— 

Privilege No breach of — in communication of con- 
tents of Bill' to Press by Government in advance of 
introduction 

Privilege Breach of Givmg Press for publieauon 
questions and resolutions before admission 


Decision Pages 
-No. 

345 243—244 

346 244 


PRrVILEGE(S)— 

Adjournment Motion Arrest of a Member under 
the ordmary law of the land docs not tantamount to 
breach of privilege nor can be the suject matter of an 
adjournment motion 

Privilege Breach of Giving Press for pubbeauon 
questions and resolutions before admission 

Privilege Motion to discuss how far publieauon of a 
Member’s speech in the Press is pnvilegcd Ruled out 
of Order Procedure for dcahng with matters of 
privilege Scope of Rule 24 A Nature and extent of 
freedom of speech under secuon 67(7) of the old 
GovemmenEof India Act, and section 28 of the 1^35 
Act Adjournment Mouon raising a quesuon of 
privilege only ' Not in order 

Privilege of the House Newspaper comment insinuat- 
ing that Chair was partial Such pubicauon con- 
stitutes breach of 

Privilege No breach ot — in communicauon of con- 
tents of Bill to Press by Government in advance of 
introduction 

Pnvilege(s) Point of privilege or any other point 
should be discussed with the Chair beforehand before 
raising it in the House 

Privilege Procedure m raismg points of Privilege of 
Members of Parliament Whathcr non-comphance 
with a Member’s request to postpone discussion 
consututes a breach of pnvnlege ^ 

Pomt of Pnvilege — Proper Procedure for raising — Chair" 
must be contacted in the Chamber first 

Point of Pnvdegc — Scope of discussion on — .Functions 
of the Committee of Privileges 


54 34—36 

346 2^4 

347 244—25? 

344 242—243. 

345 243—244 
351 257— 25S 

348 253—255- 
350 256— 2sr 

349 255—256- 


PROCEEDINGS— 

Debates Proceedings Procedure in regard to ex- 
punging from — of tertam objccuonablc passages 245 17S — 179 

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE— 

j Committees Pubhc Accounts Committee Report of 
No quesuon put on mouon to take into consideration 
but only on !^cess Demands 


199 154—155 



351 


Decision Pages 
No 

jPUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE— 

»Coinniittees: < Public Accounts Committee Reports 

Scope of Discussion on 200 155—156 

'Committees Public Accounts Committee Unex- 
pected surplus m Railway Budget Allocated m 
accordance with convention No original prolusion 
m Estimates Procedure for obtaming approval of 
House to appropnation already made ' . . 201 156 — 157 

PUBLICATION— 

BiUs Publication m Offiaal Ga2ettc docs not dispense 
with ohhgation to make copies available to Members 73 62 — 63 

/Bills Introduction Cannot be opposed m case of 

publication before mtroduction 80 75 

Pubhcation Bills Select Committee Proceedmgs can- 
not be pubhshed imless first presented m Parhament 150 123 — 124 

'Questions Publication in the Press before they are 

answered m the House — Deprecated . 406 283 

B'lls Select Committee proceedmgs Pubhcation of 
Verbatim or summary Not m order 131 106 — 108 


Q. 

<QUESTION(S)— 


Questtons- Alterations in Not allowed • 

365 

263 

Questions: Authorization on behalf of absent Members 
must not be general 

361 ' 

262 

Questions Based on newspaper articles To be self- 
contamed ... 

366 263- 

—264 

“QuestionE Based on anonymous information Duty 
of Chair merely to see whether matter is of public 
concern 

370 265- 

-266 

“Questions- Calbng of — a second tunc, when Members 
are not present during first call . . « 

390 

275 

Quesoons Cannot be addressed to the President 

356 

260 

•Questions: Classification Matter smtablc for un- 
starred — should not be starred 

( 

353 

259 

•Questions Containing unparliamentary expressions 

367 

264 

•Questions Dealmg with mdividual cases deprecated 
Assembly ^ot a tribunal or court to deal with such 
cases 

368 

265 

Questtons Dispensing with question hour Agree- 
ment of all Members necessary 

392 

276 
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Decision Pages 
No 


QUESTION (S)-CoH£^^ 

Questions Extension of Question Hour Where part 
of question time taken up in administering oaths to 
Members Not allowed under Standmg Order lo 

Questions Government Member competent to dele- 
gate his functions regardmg answering of questions 
to another Member 

Questions Inadmissibility of questions relating to 
autonomous statutory authonties 

Questions Member for Government ought to be 
present to answer questions 

Questions Of absent Members Authorization must 
be specific 

Questions Of absent Members Authonty for askmg 
such questions should be made over to the Office 

Questions Of absent Members Cannot ordmanly be 
asked \Mthout authonty 

Questions Pnority of Of absent Members 

Questions Private Notice Notice must be -given to 
the Chair 

Questions “Pubhc Interest” Government sole 
judge of * 

Questions Publication m the Press before they are 
answered in the House — Deprecated 

Quesuons Reference to answer given in Council of 
State m a previous jear not improper, but to be read 
out if required 

Questions Reference to document mentioned in 
Substance of such document should be given in 
Quesnon 

Questions Re indwidual appointments — when 
admissible 

Questions Re individual officers not admissible 
Discussion of merits or demerits of such officers not 
permissible unless irrcgulanty of mmistenal 
'action or public policy is involved 

Questions suggesuon to take action In order 

Question Hour Whcihcr there can be an extension of 
— beyond the first hour {See present Rule 26) 

QUESTIONS ANSWERS— 

Adjournment Motion Based on Government’s refusal 
to answer certam questions Not admissible 

Questions Answers must be given m the Assembly 
and not merely sent to Members 


352 25^ 

399 279 — 2So- 

412 286- 287 

364 263, 

362 262. 

393 276. 

394 276—277 

401 281 

354 259- 

383 271 

406 283: 

380 269 — 270- 

395 278- 

407 283 — 2841 

414 288 — 289 
369 265 

413 287— 288: 

40 26 — 27 

378 268—269? 



353 


Deasion Pages- 
No 

QUESTIONS ANSWERS— cOTjrif 


Quesnons Answers to starred questions should not 
refer to replies to unstarred questions of the same 


da\ 

379 

269 

Quesnqas Answers laid on the Table need not be 
read 

381 

270 

QuesDons-^ Answers Chair not responsible for 
answers given 

382 

270- 

Questions Answers Right of Got eminent to refuse 
to disclose informanon m the pubhc interest 

3S4 

271 

Questions Answer to a quesuon stanng that the 
expense or labour ms deed m collection of information 
required would not be commensurate with the 
results to be achieied Held m order 

387 

273 

Questions Answers Lengthv statements to be avoid- 
ea DesirabDiti of malong full statements periodi- 
cally m regard to important matters 

38S 

274 

Quesuons Answers Length! statements to be laid 
on table but purport imght be read out 

3S9 

274 

Quesnons Answers if not read\ m ome, to be laid on 
the Table subsequently 

4 CX 3 

281 

Quesnons Answers Whether it is m order to refer 
to answers given m the old Central Assembly 

405 

2S2 — 283 

Quesnons Communiques placed m hbrary m answer 
to questions need not be Imd on Table 

391 

275 

Quesnons Discrcnon of Government m gmng 
answer to quesnons regardmg matters of controversy 

3S6 

272—273 

Quesnons Refusal to answer Reasons to be given 

3S5 

271 ^ 272 ; 

QUESTIONS PETTING OF— 



Quesnons of absent members can be put bv another 
Alcmber with neoessarv authcmsaiion cnlv 

359 

- 261 

Quesnons of absent Alembers i^utbonty to put 
Cannot be gn en to more than one Alember 

360 

261 262 

Quesnons- Members puitmg Should be m them 
scats 

357 

260- 

Quesnons- Members puttmg Should nse m them 
scats 

358 

260 261 

Quesnons Newspaper Reports ~ Puttmg of ques- 
nons on 

40S 

00 

I 

00 

ri 

Quesnons Not put bv the Member present To be 
treated as withdrawn and not to be printed m the 
debate .... . . 

402 

2S1 — ^282- 
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Decision Pages 
No 


'QUESTIONS PUTTING OT—contd 

Oath Putting of questions or performance of any 
other function in the House by Members before taking 


oath Not permissible 

324 

231—232 

Questions Of absent Members Authonsation of 
one Member by set era! Members to put questions 


— 

on their behalf Not m order 

363 

262—263 

QUESTIONS SHORT NOTICE— 

Questions Short Notice Member who gave notice 
must be present in the House to put it 

403 

2S2 

Questions Short Notice Of absent member Put 
by another member in exceptional circumstances 

404 

282 

Questions Short Notice — of absent member Cannot 
be put off to some other date Can be permitted to be 
answered, if the House desired it 

415 

289 

Quesuons Short Notice Supply of copies of — in 
adsance not possible 

355 

260 

'QUESTIONS SUPPLEMENTARY— 

Questions Answers in Hindi to Supplementary 

409 

2S5 

Questions Supplemcntar, Can be put only at the 
tune answer is given 

375 

267 — 268" 

Questions Supplementary Cannot be put the next 
daj, if question hour on the preiious day was over 
before supplementary questions could be put 

396 

278 

Questions Supplementary Cannot be put on 

Answers laid on the Table 

397 

278—279 

Questions Supplementary Cannot be put the next 
day on questions, the answers to which had been 
laid on the Table the previous da> 

398 

279 

Question Supplementary Disallowance on the 
ground that it involves a matter of opmion Applies 
even when a member asks the Munster to State the 
extent of his satisfaction in regard to particular steps 
taken 

411 

286 

Questions Supplementary Disallowed parts 

of questions cannot be repeated in supplementary 
questions 

371 

266 

•Questions Supplementary Information may be 
asked for but opinions cannot be expressed 

4ro 

2^5 

cstions Supplementary Member replying cn- 
iled to ask for notice 

372 

266 



35T 

Decision Pj.e 
No 

QUESTIONS SUPPLEMENTARY— cenri/. 

Questions Siipplcmcntarv Not allowed on state- 
ments hid on the table in answer to questions 
Notiex to Ik pi\cn of substaniuc quesuons 373 267 

Questions Supplcmcntan Questioner must lia\c 

the first opportunity to ask 377 268 

Questions Supplementary Scope of Big questions 

of policv cannot be debated on 374 267 

Questions Supplcmcntan Should not contain re- 
flections or criuasms 375 267 

QUESTION HOUR— 

Questums Extension or tlie question hour WTicrc 
part of question time taken up in administering oaths 
to Members Not allowed under Standing Order 10 352 259 

Questions Dispensing with question hour Agree- 
ment of all Members ncccssars 392 276 

Question Hour V'l'Tietlicr there can be an extension of 
— bevond the first hour 413 2S7 — 28S 

R 

R]'PORT(S}— 

Bills Select Committee Reports Additional minutes 
or minutes of Dissent should be typed or written in 
ml on foolscap paper 13S ill 

Bills Select Committee Report Objection to taking 
Report into consideration within sesen da\s must be 
taken when motion for consideration is moted and not 
later 139 iii— 112 

Bills Select Committee Report Scope of discussion 

on 140 112 

Bills Select Committee A Member of a Select 
Committee on a Bill did not sign the Report of the 
Committee nor authorised the Chairman or Secretary 
of the Assembly to sign it on his behalf Admissi- 
bility' of a Minute of Di»icnt to the Report bs such 
a Member ug — n- 

RFSOLUTION(S)— 

Adjournment Mouon Muit rot anoapatc a Resolu- 
tion which is likely to be reached on the next Reso- 
lution Day . je 5 - 

Resoluuons Admusion o'’ by President no bar to ^ 
expression of opinion on ad'ni'^ibilitv, b\ members* — -c —O' 



356 


Decision 

^RESOLUTION {S)~contd No 

Resolutions Admissibility of Point of order regard- 
ing admissibilitj can be raised on the floor of the 
Assembly 4,17 

Resolution An amended resolution can be nithdrann 
by leave of the House — ^Member cannot ask for leave 
to withdraw while division is in progress — Wi^drav. al 
can be moved only after amendments have been dis- 
posed of by bemg agreed to, withdrawm or negatived 418 

Resolutions — Authonsing provisional Parliament imder 
Article 249 of the Consutudon, as adapted under 
Article 392, for making laws under State subjects 
(items 26 and 27 of List II) not beyond the scope of 
the Consatution 423 

Debate Resolution regarding suoplementarj protec- 
tion to a pardcular industry Whether general ques 
tion of protection can be discussed 229 

Resolutions If the discussion of a resolution is ad- 
journed to the next session b> order of the Asscmblj 


It IS necessary to mclude the resolution in all the 
ballots for non-offlaal Resolutions in the next session 
and It can be mcluded in the List of Business onl> if it 
secures a place m the ballot 421 

List of Business Non-official day Adjourned debate 
on non-offiaal Resolution not balloted. To be set 
down after balloted resotuuons 304 

Resolutions List of Buisness Altemauvc resolutions 
in the name of one Member When alternatives can 
be moved 416 

Members Nominated Resolution for a Committee 
Amendment with a view to confine membership to 
elected members onl> Disallowed 308 

Resolution Scope of discussion where a general ques- 
tion IS raised by a resolution, individual cases without 
names may be mentioned by way of lUustrauon but 
not by wai of appeal to Government for redress 419 

Resolutions Subject matter if sub judtee Inadmissi- 
ble 424 

Resolution Whether or not rcsoluuons moved m the 
last session of the Constituent Assembly have lapsed 
with refereacc to Arncle 389 of the Constitunon 422 


JIESOLUTION(S) AMENDMENT(S>— 

Resolutions. Amendment Amendment seeking to 
delete the words “not” and “nor” and to substitute 
“and” for the latter word Nor direct neganv e of the 
resolution and is therefore iti order . . 42B 


Paget 

291 

291—292 

301—304 

172—173 

295—300 

219 
289 — ^291 

221 — ^222 

292—293 
304 -305 

300 — ^301 

305-307 



367 


Decision Pages 
No 


RESOLUTION (S) AMENDMENT (S)— cwitd 


Resolutions Amendment Must not be vague or in- 
defimte 

429 

307 

Resolutions Amendment Part disallowed 

435 

305 

Resolutions Amendment Permission of Assembly 
required for amendmg an amendment on the order 
paper 

430 

307 

Resoluuons Amendment Scope of Standing Order 



33(1 ) [nowRuIe is4(0] 

426 

305—306 

Resolutions Amendment widening scope Out of 
order 

437 

306 

RULING(S)— 

President Rulings Cnticism of President’s rulings 
by Members outside the Assembly 

337 

237—338 

President Rulings Motion, that the Speaker do now 
leave the Chair m order to discuss rubng Out of 
order 

s 

336 

237 

SANCTION— 

Bills Amendments Which seek to impose or aug- 
ment a tax SancQon of the Governor Gcnci^ 
necessary . - 

113 

94—95 

Bills Amendments To appropnate revenues or 
monies Sanction of the Governor General necessary 

1 14 

95 

Bills Amendments Sanction of the Governor 


- 

General not required to amendment proposmg a duty 
higher than that proposed in the Bill but lower than 
that prei alent on the date the Bill was mtroduced 

I15 

96—97 

Bills Amendment to extend operation of the Tax for 
an indefinite penod Sanction not obtained Out 
of order • * . » . 

ti6 

97 

Bills Sanction of Gmemor General under secaon 


• 

299(3)3 Government of India Act, 1935 Require- 
ment of sanction attaches only to the mtroduction of 
Bills or to movtng of amendments H • . . 

71 

61 

Bills passed by the Council of State Sanenon of 
Governor General Point regarding sanction of 
Governor Genera) cannot be l ken, rn the Assembly 
if the Bill has been passed without such ob;ection m 
the Council 

t 

73 

62 

fCOPE— 



B'ill's)'(Amendmg' Scope of discussion limited . 

76 

69 — 70 



SCOPE — contd 


Deasion Pages 
No 


Bills (Amending) Scope of Discussion limited 

88 

79—81 

Bills Amendments Within scope of Bill Limit- 

, ing scope of Repealmg Bills In Order 

io8 

90-91 

Bills Amendments Within scope of Bill Amend- 
ing Bill to extend hfe of existing Act which imposed 
a duty Amendment seeking to reduce duty ad- 
missible, though section proposed to be amended was 
not mentioned in the Amending Bill 

109 

91 

Bills Amendments Beyond scope of Bill Clause 
in an amending Bill proposed to add a sub-clause m 
certam section Whether the whole section was open 
to amendment 

no 

91 — 92 

Bills Amendments Beyond scope of Bill Out of 
order 

III 

92 

Bills Amendments Beyond scope of Bill Out of 
order 

112 

92—94 

Bills Circulation motion Scope of discussion 

119 

98—99 

Bills Scope of discussion 

86 

78 

Bills Tnird Reading Scope of discussion on 

152 

124 

Bill Third Reading Scope of Discussion on 

153 

124— 125 

SELECT COMMITTEE— 

Bills Select Committee Reports Additional mmutes 
or Minutes of Dissent should be typed or written m 
ink on foolscap paper 

138 

III 

Bills Select Committee A Member of a Select 
Oimmittce on a Bill did not sign the Report of the 
Committee nor authonSed the Chairman or Setretary 
of the Assembly to sign it on his behalf Admissi- 
bility of a Minute of Dissent to the Report by such a 
Member 

148 

116 — 117 

Bills SelectOmmittce' Amendment to consolidating 
Bills Admissibihty of 

135 

no 

Bills Select Committee Competence of a Select 
Committee to consider a revised Bill based on the 
ongmal Bill placed before the Committee by the Govt 
Case of the Hmdu Code 

149 

117 — 123 

BiUs Select Committee Every Member has nght of 
sitting on 

124 

loi — 102 

Bills Select Committee Further names cannot be 

added after ongmil moUon is put 

12S 

103 

Bills Select Committee or Jomt Committee House 
committed to prmciplc by reference to 

132 

108 
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Decision 

No 


SELECT COMMITTEE— 


Bills Select Committee Members whose names are 
proposed as Members of Select Committee will not 
ordinanly catch the Speaker's Eye 

Bills Select Committee Motion to mclude Law 
Member m Select Committee not necessary if previous 
Law Member was a Member of the Assembly at the 
ame the Bill as referred to Select Committee 

Bills Select Committee Not open to Select Com- 
rmttee to say that it does not agree with the principle 
of Bill committed to it 

Bills Select Committee One clause of a Bill cannot 
be referred to Select Committee unless the Bill itsclL 
has been referred to Select Committee and comes 
back to the House, Standmg Order 44(i)(b)(ii) 

Bills Select Committee Permission of Assembly 
to be obtained beforehand if meetmg of a Committee 
is desired at Simla 

Bills Select Committee Power- of House to recon- 
satute , 

Bills Select Committee Procedure when additional 
names are proposed to 

Bills Selca Committee Procedure to be observed 
Meetings to be private and not open to strangers and 
the Press Meetmgs to be held within the preemets 
of the House unless otherwise specifically directed by 
the House Informanon and documents placed before 
Select Committee to be made available to the House 
Select Committee to deade what relevant documents 
and mformanon made av^adablc to them should be 
made available to the House No document or 
report placed before Select Committee to be pubhshed 
until It is presented to the House Evidence of wit- 
nesses under S O 40(4) liable to be made available 
to the House even when tendered tn camera Select 
Committee to see that Reporters are made available 
when necessarj to take down evidence Members of 
Select Committee can refer to documents and infor- 
mation given to the Committee but not to discussions 
or negotiations m the Comrmttec 
Bills Select Committee Proposals m a Bill based 
on specific duties whether open to Select Committee 
to change to ad valorem basis 
Bills Select Committee proceedings Pubhcaoon of 
Verbatim or summary Not in order 
Bills Select Committees Reference to proceedings 
how far permissible 


147 I 16 

125 102 

133 109 

141 112 

130 106 

123 lOI 
127 103 


129 104 — 106 

134 109-110 

131 106 — 108 
146 ' 115 


C 



060 


Decision Pages 
No 


SELECT COMMITTEE— cwifrf 


Bills Select Committee Report Scope of discussion 
on 

Bills Selea Committee Scope of Amendments to 
be moved m Chairman to decide whether amend- 
ments are in order or not 

Bills Select Committee Signature of Report b\ ab- 
sent Members 

Bills Select Committee Motion To be accompanied 
by names of Members after obtaining their consent 

Votmg liberty of Members of Select Committee 

See also “Bills Select Committee”. 


140 I 12 

136 iro 

137 IIO-III 

126 102-103 

438 312 


SECRET SESSION— 

Session Secret Session Procedure laid down for — 432 309 

SPEAKER— 

Debate — Catchmg the Speaker’s Eye — Procedure 

stands, irrespective of names given to Speaker before- 
hand 251 182 

Motion Admission by Speaker at any stage 320 228 — 230 


SPEECH— 

Debate Spieeches Long quotations not permissible 

Debate Public speeches quoted in Should be laid 
on the Table m full 

Debate Letters from undisclosed persons cannot 
be read m course of speech 

Debate Speeches cannot be taken as read 
Debate Speeches Long quotations from opmions 
arculated Not permissible 
Debate Speeches — wntten Not to be encouraged 

Division Speech during division irregular 
Members Speeches Wntten Reading out of 
Permissible 
See also “Debate” 

STANDING COMMITTEES— 

See “Committees” 


219 167-168 

223 169-170 

224 170 

235 175 

242 177 

243 I177-178 

271 193 

307 221 


STANDING FINANCE COMMITTEE— 

Budget Supplementary Demands Full details 
should be supplied to the Standing Fmance Com- 
mittee 284 142 


O 
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Dcasion Pajes 
No 

STANDING FIN VNCE COMMITTEE— cowfi/ 


Comnuttecs Standing Finance Committee- Refer- 
ence to proceedings 

203 

157 

Sec also “Committees” 

STATEMENTS— 

Statements Discretion of Chair to allow Mambers 
to make 

433 

310 

Statements No discussion allowed on But questions 
to eliat informanon permitted 

34 

310 

Statements Statement by Leader of Parti Hon far 
in order 

435 

310-311 

Statements Statement bv a Mmistcr m response to a 
short notice question — no questions allowed on the 
day statement is made 

436 

311-312 

STATEMENTS LAID ON THE TABLE— 

See “Quesnons” 

SUB-JUDICE— 

Ad)oumment Motion Matter not sub-jtidice until legal 
proceedmgs actually start 

30 

19 

•Adjournment Motion Raismg more than one subject 
matter, part becoming sub jitdtce, debate restneted to 
other mi^tters not sub jtidice 

31 

20-21 

Adjournment Motion Motion admitted but not allow- 
ed to be discussed at the appointed time as matter had 
become sub-judice bj then 

36 

24 

SUPPLEMENTARY GRANTS— 

Budget Supplementary Demands Demand for 

_ 


money already spent in excess of voted grant should 
not be made by iray of But m the form'‘of an. excess 
grant 

183 

141-142 


See also “Budget Supplementary Grants” 


T 


TOKEN CUT— 

See “Budget Demands for Grants” 

U 

UNPARLIAMENTARY EXPRESSION— 


See “Debate” 
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Ppgcs 


V 


Decision 

No 


-VOTE— 

Vote Members not sworn in Not entitled to take 
part m election - 

See also “Division” 

Voting Liberty of — of Members of Select Committee 
Voung Personal mierest 
Voting Personal interest 


437 312 

438 312 

439 312-313 

440 313—315 


W 


■WITHDRAWAL— 

Withdrawal Withdrawal of amendments cannot be 
made while another member is speaking 

Bills Withdrawal of clause Not permissible Must 
be put and negatived by the House 

Withdrawal Withdrawal of resolutions Can be 
moved only by Mover of the Resolution 

See also "Mouons” and “President of Asscmbiv” 


443 

316 

106 

89*90 

442 

315-316- 
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